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EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  1964  AND  AMEND 
THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT  OF  1966 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  15,  1967 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W  ashing  ton ,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  Hon.  W.  R. 
Poage  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  Gathings,  McMillan,  Abernethy, 
Abbitt,  Jones  of  Missouri,  Stubblefield,  O’Neal,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito, 
Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Dow,  Nichols,  Montgomery,  Brasco,  Rarick, 
Belcher,  Teague,  Mrs.  May,  Dole,  Hansen,  Wampler,  Goodling, 
Miller,  Burke,  Mathias,  Mayne,  Zwach,  Kleppe,  and  Myers. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  as¬ 
sistant  counsel;  Francis  LeMay,  staff  consultant  ;  and  Fowler  C.  West, 
assistant  staff  consultant. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  come  to  order. 

The  committee  is  met  this  morning  to  consider  two  pieces  of  legis¬ 
lation  which  are  not  directly  related  but  related  to  the  same  subject 
matter,  and  we  thought  we  would  move  along  a  little  faster  by  using 
only  one  hearing,  rather  than  calling  all  these  people  in  here  to  ap¬ 
pear  two  separate  times. 

The  Secretary  is  here  today.  We  thought,  by  consolidating  both 
the  extension  of  the  food  stamp  program  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
for  hearing,  we  would  save  him  and  his  associates  being  required  to 
spend  another  day  in  appearing  before  the  committee  and  also  save 
the  time  of  the  members  of  the  committee. 

We  will,  therefore,  proceed  on  these  subjects,  and  will  at  this  time 
hear  from  Secretary  Freeman  on  both  the  food  stamp  program  and  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act. 

There  will  be  placed  in  the  record  at  this  time  H.R.  7105,  dealing 
with  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  and  H.R.  3817  and  H.R.  1318 
and  H.R.  1269  and  H.R.  1268,  dealing  with  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1964,  together  with  the  reports  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
dated  February  20, 1967,  and  March  2, 1967,  which  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  bills.  H.R.  1268  by  Mr.  Sisk,  H.R.  1269  by  Mr.  Sisk,  H.R,  1318 
by  Mrs.  Sullivan,  H.R.  3817  by  Mr.  Vigorito,  and  H.R.  7105  by  Mr. 
Poage,  and  the  departmental  reports  follow :) 

[H.R.  1268,  90th  Cong,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  to  permit  the  distribution  of  federally 

owned  foods  and  food  coupons  in  areas  in  which  the  food  stamp  program  is  operating 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  of  the  Food 
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EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  1964 


Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  hereby  repealed  and  subsection  (c)  of  that  section  is  re¬ 
designated  as  subsection  (b). 


[H.R.  1269,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  to  permit  the  distribution  of  federally 
owned  foods  and  food  coupons  in  areas  in  which  the  food  stamp  program  is  operating 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  4(b)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(b)  In  areas  where  a  food  stamp  program  is  in  effect  there  shall  be  no  dis¬ 
tribution  of  federally  owned  foods  to  households  under  the  authority  of  any 
other  law  except  during  emergency  situations  caused  by  national  or  other  disaster 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary :  Provided,  however.  That  the  Secretary  may 
authorize,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  determines  appropriate,  distribu¬ 
tion  of  federally  owned  foods  in  such  areas  to  households  of  seasonal  or  migratory 
workers  who  are  otherwise  eligible  to  receive  benefits  under  this  Act  but  who  are 
not  receiving  such  benefits  because  of  the  transitory  nature  of  their  employ¬ 
ment,  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  distribution  of  federally  owned 
foods  to  such  households  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  policy  expressed  in  section 
2  of  this  Act.” 


[H.R.  1318,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  .Tune  30,  1967 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of 
section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and  not 
in  excess  of  such  sum  as  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  Congress  for  any  sub¬ 
sequent  fiscal  year”  and  substituting  therefor  “and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year 
such  sum  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 


[H.R.  3S17,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  certain  retired  persons  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  over  to  participate 
in  the  food  stamp  and  direct  distribution  programs 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

Section  1.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  distribute  to  persons  who  are 
sixty-five  years  of  age,  or  over,  and  who  are  retired  from  any  gainful  employ¬ 
ment,  without  reference  to  their  personal  need  or  income,  dairy  products  made 
available  for  distribution  pursuant  to  section  709  of  the  Fowl  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965,  and  surplus  food  commodities  made  available  for  distribution  to  needy 
persons  under  clause  (2)  of  section  32,  Public  Law  320,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  or  clause  (3)  of  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  5(a)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  (  7  U.S.C.  2014(a)) 
is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  after  “Participation  in  the  food 
stamp  program  shall  be  limited  to”  and  (2)  by  inserting  “and  (2)  those  house¬ 
holds  having  one  member  over  the  age  of  sixty-four  years  who  is  retired  from 
any  gainful  employment  and  whose  income  does  not  exceed  $3,000  a  year,  or  two 
or  more  members  over  the  age  of  sixty-four  years  who  are  retired  from  any  gain¬ 
ful  employment  and  whose  combined  income  does  not  exceed  $4,000  a  year” 
immediately  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof. 


[H.R.  7105,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 

programs  for  children 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  following  new  sections : 
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“Special  Food  Service  Program  for  Children 
“authorization 

“Sec.  17.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year 
such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a 
pilot  program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  iiiitiate, 
maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit  food  service  programs  for  children  in  public  and 
private  nonprofit  institutions  such  as  child  day-care  centers,  settlement  houses, 
recreation  centers,  and  similar  institutions,  which  provide  day  care  for  children, 
and  which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 
In  selecting  the  nonprofit  institutions,  the  State  education  agency  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those  institutions  drawing  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

“apportionment  to  states 

“(b)  (1)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall:  (1)  reserve  2  per  centum  for  apportionment  to 
Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  among  them  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  of  ages  three 
through  seventeen  in  each  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  three  through 
seventeen  in  all  of  them. 

“(2)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall,  for  each 
fiscal  year  (a)  apportion  such  sums  as  he  deems  appropriate  but  not  more  than 
$50,000  to  each  State,  other  than  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
American  Samoa,  as  a  basic  grant,  and  (b)  apportion  the  remainder  among  such 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of  ages 
three  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than  $3, 000  per  annum 
to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

“disbursement  by  states 

“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  nonprofit  institutions  se¬ 
lected  on  a  nondiscriminatory  basis  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  reimburse 
such  nonprofit  institutions  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
and  for  the  purposes  of  items  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection.  The  costs  of  obtain¬ 
ing  agricultural  and  other  foods  may  include  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing, 
transporting,  or  handling  thereof.  Disbursement  to  participating  institutions 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  of  reimbursement  per  meal  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe. 

“(1)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by 
the  Secretary  is  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  feeding  program,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  not  to  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the 
operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and 
serving  food. 

“(2)  Not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the  funds  paid  to  any  State  may  be  used 
by  the  State  to  assist  nonprofit  institutions  serving  needy  children  by  paying 
not  to  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  purchase  of  rental  or  equipment, 
other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  institutions  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand 
food  service  under  this  section. 

“direct  payments 

“(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  and  their  disbursement  to  public  and  private 
nonprofit  institutions  shall  be  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  under  circumstances 
comparable  to  those  provided  for  in  section  10  of  the  National  School  Act,  as 
amended. 

“obligation  of  funds 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  balances  of  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  and  unobligated  at  the  end  of  any 
fiscal  year  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  during  the  first  three  months  of 
the  following  fiscal  year. 
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“NUTRITIONAL  and  other  program  requirements 

“(f)  Nonprofit  institutions  to  which  funds  are  disbursed  under  this  section 
shall  serve  meals  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  minimum 
nutritional  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nu¬ 
tritional  research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost 
to  children  determined  by  such  institutions  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost. 
In  making  such  determination,  institutional  authorities  should,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical 
segregation  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  because  of 
his  inability  to  pay. 

“nonprofit  institutions 

“(g)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or  private  institution,  except 
a  school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for 
the  care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  earnings  of  which  inures 
to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  institution. 

“special  provisions 

“(h)  The  provisions  of  sections  6,  7,  8,  11,  and  13  of  this  Act,  notwithstanding 
their  limitation  of  applicability  to  operations  under  other  programs  of  this  Act, 
shall  also  be  applicable  to  the  program  operated  under  this  section. 

“further  apportionments 

“Sec.  18.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional 
funds  are  made  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  under  any  section 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining 
States  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  applicable  section.” 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  20, 1967. 

Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  transmit  herewith  an  amendment  to  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act  of  1966,  authorizing  assistance  to  the  States  in  initiating  and  expanding 
food  service  programs  to  improve  the  nutrition  of  children  in  non-residential 
group  situations  other  than  schools. 

Great  concern  has  been  expressed  by  Members  of  Congress  and  those  inter¬ 
ested  in  good  nutrition  for  children  that  there  remains  one  major  gap  in  the 
legislative  framework  provided  by  the  National  School  Lunch  and  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Acts.  The  authority  provided  in  these  Acts  permits  assistance  only  to  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  in  school  activities.  The  full  range  of  Federal  assistance  cannot 
be  made  available  to  children  in  public  or  private  nonprofit  day-care  centers, 
settlement  houses  or  nonprofit  pre-school  activities.  Many  of  these  are  among  our 
neediest  children  in  terms  of  nutrition  and  the  lack  of  adequate  family  income  to 
provide  good  nutrition. 

It  is  vital  to  the  health  and  vitality  of  these  children  that  provision  be  made — 
particularly  in  the  pre-school  years — to  improve  the  quality  of  their  diets.  Die¬ 
tary  deficiencies  in  early  childhood  can  result  in  damage  to  the  child’s  health 
and  learning  capacity  before  he  reaches  school. 

In  addition,  there  are  hundreds  of  thousands  of  children  who  benefit  from  the 
National  School  Lunch  and  Child  Nutrition  Act  programs  during  the  school 
year  but  wrho  have  no  access  to  these  programs  during  the  summer  months  unless 
they  are  actually  enrolled  in  a  summer  school.  The  proposed  amendment  to  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act  would  authorize  food  service  programs  during  the  summer 
months  to  children  engaged  in  such  group  activities  as  summer  recreational  pro¬ 
grams,  day  camps,  and  youth  centers. 

The  amendment  transmitted  herewith  will  provide: 

(1)  A  program  to  assist  in  providing  a  food  service  for  children  par¬ 
ticipating  in  group  situations  away  from  home  such  as  child  day-care  cen¬ 
ters,  settlement  houses  and  day  camps  as  long  as  these  are  non-residential 
types  of  situations.  Assistance  will  be  directed  primarily  to  those  serving 
children  of  low-income  families  although  where  a  program  is  in  effect,  all 
children  may  participate. 
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(2)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would 
be  authorized  to  pay  not  to  exceed  80  percent  of  all  operating  costs  of  the 
food  program. 

(3)  Not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  the  funds  paid  to  any  State  may  be  used 
to  assist  eligible  nonprofit  institutions  in  the  purchase  or  rental  of  facilities, 
other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation 
and  serving  of  food. 

(4)  The  food  service  programs  proposed  under  this  amendment  will  be 
administered  by  the  State  educational  agency  which  now  administers  the 
National  School  Lunch  and  Child  Nutrition  Acts. 

It  is  contemplated  that  the  program  would  be  operated  initially  on  a  pilot 
basis  reaching  approximately  100,000  children  the  first  year  at  a  cost  of  $4.5 
million.  The  majority  of  these  children  will  probably  participate  during  the 
summer  months. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation 
would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 

programs  for  children 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  19C6  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  following  new  sections : 

“Special  Food  Service  Program  for  Children 
“authorization 

“Sec.  17(a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal 
year  such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to 
initiate,  maintain  or  expand  nonprofit  food  service  programs  for  children  in 
public  and  private  nonprofit  institutions  such  as  child  day-care  centers,  settle¬ 
ment  houses,  recreation  centers  and  similar  institutions,  which  provide  day  care 
for  children,  and  which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist.  In  selecting  the  nonprofit  institutions,  the  State  education 
agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those  institu¬ 
tions  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

“apportionment  to  states 

“(b)(1)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall:  (1)  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to 
Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  among  them  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  of  ages  three 
through  seventeen  in  each  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  three  through 
seventeen  in  all  of  them. 

“(2)  Of  th’e  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall,  for 
each  fiscal  year  (a)  apportion  such  sums  as  he  deems  appropriate  but  not  more 
than  $50,000  to  each  State,  other  than  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  American  Samoa,  as  a  basic  grant,  and  (b)  apportion  the  remainder  among 
such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of 
ages  three  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than  $3,000  per 
annum  to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

“disbursement  by  states 

“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  nonprofit  institutions 
selected  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  reimburse  such  nonprofit  institutions 
for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  and  for  the  purposes  of 
items  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sub-section.  The  costs  of  obtaining  agricultural  and 
other  foods  may  include  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting  or  han¬ 
dling  thereof.  Disbursement  to  participating  institutions  shall  be  made  at  such 
rates  of  reimbursement  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe. 
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“(1)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by 
the  Secretary  is  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  feeding  program,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  not  to  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  operat¬ 
ing  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving 
food. 

“(2)  Not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the  funds  paid  to  any  State  may  be  used 
by  the  State  to  assist  nonprofit  institutions  serving  needy  children  in  the  purchase 
or  rental  of  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  prej m ra¬ 
ti  on,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  institutions  to  establish, 
maintain,  and  expand  food  service  under  this  section. 

“direct  payments 

“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  or 
is  otherwise  unable  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  any 
nonprofit  institution  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  all  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  under  this  section  and  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  non¬ 
profit  institutions  in  the  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same 
conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made 
available  under  this  section. 

“OBLIGATION  OF  FUNDS 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  balances  of  funds  ap- 
propriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  and  unobligated  at  the  end  of  any 
fiscal  year  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  during  the  first  three  months  of 
the  following  fiscal  year. 

“nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 

“(f)  Nonprofit  institutions  to  which  funds  are  disbursed  under  this  section 
shall  serve  meals  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  minimum 
nutritional  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutri¬ 
tional  research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost 
to  children  determined  by  such  institutions  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost.  In 
making  such  determination,  institutional  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical  segrega¬ 
tion  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  because  of  his 
inability  to  pay. 

“nonprofit  institutions 

“(g)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or  private  institution,  except  a 
school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the 
care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the 
benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  institution. 

“special  provisions 

“(h)  The  provisions  of  sections  6,  7,  8,  11  and  13  of  this  Act,  notwithstanding 
their  limitation  of  applicability  to  operations  under  other  programs  of  this  Act, 
shall  also  be  applicable  to  the  program  operated  under  this  section. 

“further  apportionments 

“Sec.  18.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  made  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  under  any 
section  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  re¬ 
maining  States  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  applicable  section.” 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1967. 

Hon.  John  W.  McCormack, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker  :  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress  is  a  draft 
of  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  P.L.  88-525. 

This  bill  would  amend  Section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  It  would  provide 
appropriation  authority  for  fiscal  years  beyond  1967.  No  other  change  in  the 
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substantive  legislative  authorities  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program  is  deemed  nec¬ 
essary  at  this  time. 

P.L.  88-525,  approved  by  the  President  on  August  31.  1964,  contemplated  the 
progressive  expansion  of  the  program— over  the  period  of  the  next  several  years— 
to  those  States  and  political  subdivisions  that  desired  to  participate.  That  Act, 
however,  provided  appropriation  authorities  only  through  the  fiscal  year  1967.  It 
is  necessary,  therefore,  that  Section  16  of  the  Act  be  amended  to  provide  appro¬ 
priation  authorities  to  implement  that  policy  of  orderly  and  progressive  program 
expansion. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was  approved,  the  program  was  then  operating  in 
43  areas — -in  22  States — in  which  the  food  stamp  approach  had  been  carefully 
tested  during  a  3-year  “pilot”  period.  Since  then,  the  pace  of  the  authorized 
expansion  has,  in  fact,  not  kept  pace  with  requests  from  States  for  the  program. 
Nonetheless,  by  the  end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year,  the  program  will  be  operating  in 
about.  800  areas  in  41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  requesting  appropriation  authority  beyond  1967,  it  is  contemplated  that  the 
policy  of  orderly  and  progressive  yeax--to-year  expansion  would  be  continued. 
Such  a  policy  would  continue  to  permit  State  welfare  agencies  and  this  Depart¬ 
ment  to  provide  the  administrative  organization  and  program  supervision  that  is 
needed  to  insure  the  effective  and  efficient  use  of  Federal  funds  in  support  of 
program  objectives. 

Action  to  assure  States  that  the  program  will  be  continued  beyond  June  30, 
1967,  should  be  taken  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  If  the  future  of  the  program 
for  the  next  fiscal  year  remains  in  doubt,  States  will  hesitate  to  complete  1967 
fiscal  year  expansion  plans — much  less  undertake  the  longer  range  plans  to  build 
the  administrative  organization  needed  to  adequately  supervise  already  operat¬ 
ing  programs. 

The  actual  level  of  the  annual  appropriation  for  each  fiscal  year  beyond  1967 
would  be  determined  by  the  Congress  under  the  annual  appropriation  process. 
Additionally,  because  the  proposed  bill  is  concerned  only  with  the  continuation 
of  appropriation  authorities,  it  would  not  affect  program  cost  or  employment 
requirements  for  the  program. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  presentation  of  this  report  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  Administration's  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


By  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


A  BILL  To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of 
section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and  not  in 
excess  of  such  sum  as  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  Congress  for  any  sub¬ 
sequent  fiscal  year”  and  substituting  therefor  “and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year 
such  sum  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 

The  Chairman.  We  will  be  delighted  to  hear  from  you,  Mr.  Secre¬ 
tary. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ORVILLE  L.  FREEMAN,  SECRETARY  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  HOWARD  DAVIS,  DEPUTY  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATOR,  CONSUMER  FOOD  PROGRAMS,  CONSUMER  AND 
MARKETING  SERVICE,  AND  ISABELLE  KELLEY,  DIRECTOR,  FOOD 
STAMP  DIVISION,  CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE,  U.S. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Secretary  Freeman.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
may  the  record  show  that  in  addition  to  Mr.  Davis,  who  is  here  with 
me,  that  Miss  Kelley,  who  is  directly  administering  this  program,  is 
also  here  this  morning,  to  assist  the  committee  and  the  Secretary  in 
answering  questions. 
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I  am  happy  to  appear  here  to  discuss  two  proposals  related  to  the 
food  stamp  and  the  child  nutrition  programs  now  pending  before  this 
committee. 

It  is  appropriate  that  they  be  considered  together  because  each  repre¬ 
sents  a  facet  of  the  efforts  this  committee  has  long  made  to  improve 
nutrition  in  this  country  and  to  strengthen  our  domestic  agriculture. 
The  Food  Stamp  Act— -which  we  propose  be  authorized  now  as  a 
permanent  program — is  designed  to  improve  nutrition  for  the  family 
at  home;  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  would 
fill  a  gap  which  now  exists  in  providing  food  service  for  needy  children 
in  group  activities  away  from  home. 

This  committee  has  done  a  remarkable  pioneering  job  in  the  evolu¬ 
tion  of  our  thinking  and  programing  to  assure  all  Americans  of 
physical  and  financial  access  to  good  nutrition.  Let’s  look  at  the 
record : 

In  1946,  the  National  School  Lunch  Act;  in  1954,  the  special  milk 
program;  in  1964,  the  Food  Stamp  Act;  and  in  1966,  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act. 

This  is  a  solid,  substantial  record  of  which  this  committee  can  be 
proud. 

I  would  like  first  to  discuss  the  proposal  to  extend  the  authority 
for  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  food  stamp  program.  That  is 
the  essence  of  the  matter  before  the  committee  in  this  respect ;  no 
modification  of  the  program  is  recommended  except  an  extension  of 
the  authorization  to  continue  to  carry  it  forward.  In  so  doing,  I 
want  to  report  to  this  committee  on  the  progress  of  the  program 
since  August  of  1964  when  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was  passed. 

You  will  recall  that  the  1964  food  stamp  legislation  provided  au¬ 
thority  for  appropriations  only  through  the  fiscal  year  1967.  H.R. 
1318  amends  section  16  of  the  act  to  provide  authority  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  appropriate  funds  for  the  program  for  1968  and  subsequent 
fiscal  years.  Thus,  prompt  action  is  necessary — if  the  program  is 
to  be  continued  beyond  June  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  and  a  number  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  recall,  a  careful  3-year  test  of  the  food  stamp  program  was  un¬ 
dertaken  by  the  Department  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Act.  At  the  time  the  act  was  passed,  this  test,  or  pilot,  program  was 
operating  in  43  areas  in  22  States. 

The  test  was  designed  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  food 
stamp  approach  in  improving  the  nutrition  of  low-income  families. 
The  test  did  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  the  food  stamp  ap¬ 
proach:  (1)  in  improving  the  diets  of  low-income  families;  (2)  in  in¬ 
creasing  retail  food  sales;  (3)  expanding  farm  markets,  and  (4) 
in  stimulating  the  economy  of  the  communities  in  which  its  operates. 

We  believe  that  the  continued  effectiveness  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  steins  from  four  basic  principles  underlying  the  Food  Stamp 
Act.  These  are : 

First,  the  program  is  a  voluntary  one  on  the  part  of  the  States  and 
localities.  This  means  that,  when  requesting  the  program,  the  States 
and  localities  believe  the  program  will  meet  their  needs  and,  there¬ 
fore.  are  prepared  to  give  the  program  the  financial  and  other  sup¬ 
port  the  program  must  have  if  it  is  to  be  successful. 
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Second,  its  expansion  has  followed  the  gradual  progressive  pace 
contemplated  by  the  Congress.  This  concept  of  progressive  annual 
expansion  has  meant  that  both  the  Department  and  cooperating 
State  welfare  agencies  have  had  time  to  gam  the  experience  and  build 
the  kind  of  administrative  organization  that  is  essential  to  effective 
and  prudent  program  administration. 

Third,  the  Department  has  continued  to  exercise  close  supervision 
and  direction — an  element  that  our  pilot  experience  convinced  us  was 
essential  to  the  success  of  the  program. 

Fourth,  the  design  of  the  program  assures  that  the  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  provided  to  participating  families  is  used  to  buy  more  and 
better  food.  It  also  assures  that  the  program  will  not  be  used  as  a 
substitute  for  State  and  local  responsibilities  for  general  welfare 
programs  for  the  poor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  expand  upon  this  fourth  principle — 
because  it  goes  to  the  heart  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

For  the  average  American  family,  food  is  a  bargain — with  that 
family  spending  less  than  20  percent  of  its  income  for  food.  But,  low- 
income  families  spend  a  much  larger  percentage  of  their  income  for 
food — many  in  excess  of  50  percent  of  their  income.  Yet,  poor 
families  cannot  afford  all  the  food  they  need  for  good  health.  They 
need  more  fruits  and  vegetables  and  more  livestock  products,  for 
example.  And  this  latter  need,  of  course,  means  that  these  families 
could  utilize  more  grain  products — in  the  form  of  meat,  milk  and 
other  dairy  products,  and  poultry. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  designed  to  overcome  the  financial 
limitations  to  better  diets  on  the  part  of  our  low-income  families. 
Under  it,  eligible  families  exchange  the  amount  of  money  they  would 
normally  spend  for  food  for  an  allotment  of  food  coupons  worth 
more.  They  then  use  the  coupons,  as  they  would  use  cash,  to  buy 
more  and  better  food  at  local  grocery  stores. 

Food  stamp  families  cannot  purchase  (1)  tobacco  or  (2)  alcoholic 
beverages  with  the  food  coupons.  And,  coupons  cannot  be  used  for 
(3)  any  imported  foods  that  retain  their  identity  as  an  imported  food 
in  the  retail  food  store. 

We  refer  to  the  sums  the  participating  families  invest  in  the  pi’o- 
grain  as  the  coupon  purchase  requirement.  It  represents  the  amounts 
of  money  eligible  families  would  have  spent  for  food  in  the  absence  of 
the  food  stamp  program. 

On  the  average,  the  family’s  investment  in  the  program  represents 
about  64  percent  of  the  total  value  of  the  coupons  they  receive  each 
month.  The  value  of  the  coupons  they  receive  free  averages  about 
$6  per  person  per  month.  But  this  ratio  would  vary  for  each  in¬ 
dividual  family.  The  very  poorest  families  would,  for  example,  in¬ 
vest  about  $2  per  person  per  month.  In  return,  they  would  receive 
about  $10  worth  of  coupons  a  month  for  each  member  of  the  family. 

Because  of  the  coupon  purchase  requirement,  food  stamp  families 
are  required  to  continue  to  spend  a  substantial  percentage  of  their 
income  for  food.  The  program  will  not  permit  them  to  divert  some  of 
their  food  dollars  to  meet  their  nonfood  needs  that  may  be  equally 
pressing  needs.  Other  approaches  and  other  programs  must  lie  used 
to  help  the  low-income  families  with  these  other  needs.  The  stamp 
program  only  helps  them  to  buy  more  and  better  food. 
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Quite  frankly,  the  acceptance  of  the  food  stamp  program  by  the 
State  and  localities  has  exceeded  the  optimistic  expectations  we  had 
at  the  time  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was  passed.  We  then  felt  that,  based 
upon  our  experience  under  the  direct  donation  program  for  needy 
families,  about  50  percent  of  the  some  3,000  counties  in  the  country 
would  eventually  want  to  participate  in  the  program.  But,  we  are 
finding  that  many  localities  that  previously  did  not  request  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  direct  distribution  have  asked  to  be  included  in  the  food 
stamp  program.  Of  the  some  870  areas  the  States  have  now  sched¬ 
uled  to  be  operating  stamp  programs  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year, 
249,  or  29  percent,  were  not  previously  participating  in  the  commodity 
distribution  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  attached  to  my  statement  a  table  which 
shows  the  progress  we  have  made  under  the  food  stamp  program  since 
the  act  was  signed  in  August  of  1964.  I  am  also  submitting  for  the 
record,  program  data  for  each  of  the  589  project  areas  that  were  in 
operation  in  January  1967 : 

When  the  act  was  passed  in  August  1964,  about  351,000  persons 
were  participating  in  the  43  pilot  areas  located  in  22  States. 

In  January  of  this  year,  the  program  was  operating  in  589  areas 
in  41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  with  1.4  million 
participants. 

By  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  the  States  are  now  scheduled  to  open 
286  additional  areas.  If  the  States  adhere  to  their  schedules,  by  the 
end  of  June  the  program  will  be  operating  in  875  areas,  with  about 
2  million  participants.  One  additional  State,  Massachusetts,  is  sched¬ 
uled  to  open  its  first  project  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

And  it  gives  me  a  very  warm  personal  feeling,  if  you  will  pardon 
the  personal  reference,  to  make  this  report  on  the  success  and  the 
expansion  of  this  program,  because  it  is  another  evidence  of  how, 
working  together,  we  have  been  able  to  make  available  America’s 
food  abundance  not  just  to  thousands  but  to  millions  of  needy  Amer¬ 
icans.  One  of  the  reasons  why  I  came  to  Washington  to  be  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  was  because  I  thought  that  was  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  things  that  we  could  do  for  this  Nation,  and  it  does  give  me 
a  warm  feeling  to  come  here  this  morning  to  make  this  report,  to  show 
that  2  million  families  will  have  their  diets  very  significantly  supple¬ 
mented  and  that  we  will  make  it  possible  for  them  to  enjoy  the  abun¬ 
dance  of  the  great  agriculture  of  this  great  Nation  which  enables  us 
to  do  this. 

I  believe  the  committee  would  be  interested  in  knowing  something 
about  the  general  characteristics  of  these  875  areas. 

About  40  percent  of  the  population  of  the  country,  based  upon 
1960  census  data,  reside  in  these  875  areas. 

Six  hundred  and  nine  of  these  areas,  70  percent,  had  more  than  half 
of  their  population  classified  as  rural  people  under  the  1960  census. 

A  total  of  116  of  these  areas  are  included  in  the  list  of  the  300  poor¬ 
est  counties  in  the  country,  as  measured  by  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  county. 

About  2.5  percent  of  the  total  population  of  these  areas  will  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  food  stamp  program.  But  in  some  of  the  lowest  income 
counties,  up  to  25  percent  of  the  county’s  population  was  benefiting 
from  the  food  stamp  program  in  January  of  this  year. 
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H.R.  1818  will  authorize  the  continuation  of  the  program  beyond 
June  of  this  year  by  providing  appropriation  authorities  for  fiscal 
year  1968  and  later  years.  With  this  amendment,  we  would  plan  to 
continue  to  progressively  expand  the  program  to  all  areas  within  the 
country  that  request  to  participate. 

I  might,  at  this  point,  briefly  touch  on  the  division  of  administrative 
authorities  under  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  The  States,  acting  through 
the  State  agency  which  administers  the  federally  aided  public  assist¬ 
ance  programs,  is  responsible  for  the  certification  of  applicant  house¬ 
holds  and  for  the  sale  and  issuance  of  the  food  coupons.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  through  our  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service, 
is  directly  responsible  for  the  supervision  of  participating  retailers 
and  wholesalers. 

The  State  welfare  agency,  through  its  local  counterpart  offices,  must 
assume  responsibility  for  the  certification  of  households.  The  act 
requires  that  these  certification  functions  be  carried  out  under  the 
same  general  procedures  and  merit-system  personnel  standards  used 
in  the  certification  of  recipients  of  public  assistance. 

More  flexibility  is  provided  to  the  State  welfare  agency  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  sale  of  the  food  coupons.  It  may  elect  to  sell  the  cou¬ 
pons  through  its  own  local  offices;  it  may  delegate  this  responsibility 
to  the  local  government;  or  it  may  hire  banks  to  sell  the  coupons.  In 
each  case,  however,  the  sales  function  must  be  carried  out  in  accordance 
with  the  careful  accountability  controls  that  have  been  established  by 
our  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service. 

In  connection  with  the  participation  of  retailers  and  wholesalers,  we 
follow  the  principle  of  voluntary  participation.  But,  we  do  find  that 
"virtually  all  retailers  elect  to  participate.  In  January  of  this  year,  a 
total  of  51,900  retail  food  stores  were  authorized  to  accept  food 
coupons. 

We  have  received  the  finest  cooperation  from  food  retailers  and 
wholesalers.  And,  they  have  been  high  in  their  praise  of  the  program 
and  its  lack  of  complications.  More  importantly,  retailer  compliance 
with  the  restrictions  on  the  acceptance  of  the  coupons  has  been  at  a 
very  satisfactory  level. 

Where  we  do  find  a  retailer  has  willfully  disregarded  program  regu¬ 
lations,  we  use  the  authorities  in  the  act  to  disqualify  the  store.  Since 
the  act  was  passed  in  1964,  we  have  found  it  necessary  to  disqualify 
only  57  stores,  for  periods  ranging  from  30  days  to  1  year.  Another 
189  firms  received  an  official  warning  letter  because  of  the  minor  nature 
of  the  violations.  Another  239  stores,  for  which  an  investigation  was 
undertaken  because  there  was  evidence  that  indicated  possible  viola¬ 
tions,  were  found  to  be  free  of  violations. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  wish  to  acknowledge  the  excellent  co¬ 
operations  of  the  commercial  banking  system.  Retailers  and  whole¬ 
salers  redeem  the  coupons  they  accept  from  the  families  at  commercial 
banks  in  their  own  community.  The  commercial  banks  receive  no 
payment  from  the  Federal  Government  for  this  service. 

We  believe  the  principles  and  operating  guidelines  the  Congress  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  have  stood  the  test,  of 
time.  Further,  we  believe  the  Congress  also  provided  sufficient  flex¬ 
ibility,  within  those  program  principles  and  guidelines,  for  the  De- 
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partment  to  develop  the  detailed  operating  procedures.  This  flexibil¬ 
ity  permits  us  to  adjust  program  specifics  as  State  and  local  conditions 
warrant.  Therefore,  the  Department  recommends  that  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  continue  without  change,  except  for  the  extension  of  ap¬ 
propriation  authorities. 

When  the  President  approved  the  Food  Stamp  Act  in  1964,  he  said, 
in  part : 

I  believe  the  Food  Stamp  Act  weds  the  best  of  the  humanitarian  instincts  of 
the  American  people  with  the  best  of  the  free  enterprise  system. 

He  went  on  to  say  that  he  felt  the  act.  was  a  realistic  and  responsible 
step  forward  toward  the  fuller  and  wiser  use  of  agricultural  abundance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  the  program  has  lived  up  to  these 
expectations.  And,  I  believe  a  solid  base  has  been  laid  for  further 
progress  in  the  immediate  years  ahead. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  turn  to  a  discussion  of  the  proposed  amendment 
to  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  also  under  consideration  today.  We  need 
this  legislation  to  round  out  our  capability  of  improving  child  nutri¬ 
tion  through  group  food  service.  I  urge  your  support  for  this  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  legislative  framework  that  has  been  carefully  built  over  a 
period  of  many  years.  The  amendment  is  designed  so  that  we  may 
assist  the  States  in  improving  the  nutrition  of  children  engaged  in 
group  activities  other  than  schools.  Specifically,  this  includes  chil¬ 
dren  in  public  or  nonprofit  private  day-care  centers,  neighborhood 
houses,  recreational  centers,  and  various  summer  activities  designed 
for  needy  children  on  a  day-care  basis. 

Last  year,  in  testifying  on  the  group  feeding  proposals  of  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act,  I  said : 

The  Administration  goal  for  child  nutrition  is  quite  simple.  It  is  to  provide 
every  child,  regardless  of  the  family’s  income,  with  access  to  a  complete  meal  dur¬ 
ing  the  day  when  he  or  she  is  away  from  home. 

That  goal  remains  and  we  are  asking  your  help  in  taking  one  more 
step  to  close  the  nutrition  gap  among  children. 

As  you  know,  assistance  under  the  National  School  Lunch  and 
Child  Nutrition  Acts  is  confined  to  schools.  Since  passage  of  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act  we  have  been  able  to  reach  preschool  children  en¬ 
rolled  in  school-sponsored  programs.  But  we  still  cannot  reach  pre¬ 
school  children  in  private,  nonprofit  preschool  programs;  we  cannot 
reach  children  in  day-care  centers  or  settlement  houses;  we  cannot 
reach  children  during  the  summer  months  unless  they  are  enrolled  in 
siunmer  school  and  the  school  keeps  the  cafeteria  operating.  We  are 
saying,  in  effect,  that  we  know  the  importance  of  good  nutrition  for 
children;  we  know  that  in  early  childhood  poor  nutrition  can  have 
lasting  effects,  physical  and  mental,  but  the  children  will  just  have  to 
wait  until  they  are  old  enough  for  school  and  even  then  good  nutrition 
is  only  a  9-month  effort. 

The  proposed  legislation  will  enable  us : 

To  reach  children  with  a  group  food  service  in  public  or  private  non¬ 
profit  day-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  and  private  nonprofit  pre¬ 
school  activities  with  a  full  range  of  Federal  food  assistance  on  a  year- 
round  basis. 

To  reach  children  engaged  during  the  summer  months  in  recrea¬ 
tional  programs  such  as  day  camps  and  youth  centers,  but  not  in  full- 
care  live-in  institutions  or  camps. 
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It  is  contemplated  that  the  program  would  be  operated  initially  on 
a  pilot  basis  reaching  approximately  100,000  children  the  first  year  at 
a  cost  of  $4.5  million.  The  majority  of  these  children  will  probably 
participate  during  the  summer  months. 

Assistance  will  be  directed  primarily  to  those  activities  serving 
children  of  low-income  families,  but  where  a  program  is  in  operation, 
all  children  will  be  able  to  participate. 

In  situations  of  severe  need,  we  will  be  able  to  pay  up  to  80  percent 
of  all  operating  costs  of  the  food  service  program,  just  as  we  can  do 
under  the  Child  Nutrition  Act.  breakfast  program. 

States  will  be  permitted  to  use  up  to  25  percent  of  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  them  to  provide  up  to  75  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  equipment 
for  use  by  eligible  institutions  to  initiate  or  expand  food  service.  This 
is  consistent  with  the  provision  already  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  for 
equipment  for  the  school  lunch  program  and  the  breakfast  program. 

There  is  one  point  that  I  want  to  emphasize  at  the  outset.  This  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  is  based  on  the  20  years  of  continuing  successful 
experience  under  the  national  school  lunch  program.  Program  ad¬ 
ministration  will  be  in  the  hands  of  the  same  State  educational  agency 
that  administers  the  lunch  and  child  nutrition  programs.  They  have 
20  years  of  hard-won  expertness  in  providing  a  food  service  for  chil¬ 
dren  that  meets  pretty  stringent  nutritional  standards  at  a  minimum 
cost  to  the  child.  This  is  by  no  means  an  easy  job  on  a  day-in,  day-out 
basis,  but  they  have  learned  how  to  do  it. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  food  service  for  children  should  be  on  a  more 
rational,  widely  available  basis.  If  children  are  participating  in  group 
activities  away  from  home,  whether  it  is  a  school  situation  or  an  activ¬ 
ity  sponsored  on  an  organized  basis  by  a  public  or  nonprofit  private 
agency,  it  makes  sense  to  offer  a  food  service  that  will  make  a  positive 
contribution  to  a  child's  nutrition. 

This  amendment  and  our  thinking  as  to  its  administration  are  pat¬ 
terned  throughout  on  the  National  School  Lunch  and  Child  Nutrition 
Acts.  As  I  mentioned,  administration  will  be  handled  through  the 
State  educational  agency.  There  will  be  meal-type  standards  as  in 
the  lunch  and  breakfast  programs;  participating  agencies  will  agree 
to  serve  nutritionally  balanced  meals  in  order  to  qualify  for  assist¬ 
ance.  Meals  will  be  served  at  reduced  price  or  free  to  those  who  cannot 
afford  the  full  price — just  as  in  the  lunch  and  breakfast  programs. 
In  situations  of  extreme  need,  the  States  may  pay  up  to  80  percent  of 
the  operating  costs — just  as  in  the  breakfast  program.  State  agencies 
may  use  up  to  25  percent  of  their  apportioned  funds  to  provide  equip¬ 
ment  to  get  a  food  service  started  or  to  expand  an  existing  food  service. 

If  a  State  educational  agency  cannot  see  its  way  clear  to  undertake 
the  administration  of  this  program,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
will  take  direct  agreements  with  eligible  applicant  institutions  and 
supervise  their  operation  under  the  program.  This  is  entirely  in  line 
with  our  procedure  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  where  we 
have  made  agreements  directly  with  nonpublic  schools  in  some  29 
States  in  those  instances  where  the  State  educational  agency  cannot 
legally  administer  the  program  in  nonpublic  schools.  It  is  entirely  in 
line  with  our  procedure  under  the  special  milk  program,  particularly 
in  the  case  of  eligible  summer  camps  and  child-care  institutions.  There 
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are  a  number  of  educational  agencies  which  do  not  wish  to  or  are 
unable  to  administer  the  milk  program  in  nonschool  activities. 

Who  and  where  are  these  children  we  want  to  reach  ? 

As  President  Johnson  pointed  out  in  his  message  on  America’s 
children  and  youth,  there  are  5.5  million  children  under  6,  and  9  million 
lion  more  under  17,  in  families  too  poor  to  feed  and  house  them  ade¬ 
quately.  He  went  on  to  say : 

Head  Start  has  dramatically  exposed  the  nutritional  needs  of  poverty’s  chil¬ 
dren.  More  than  1.5  million  per-schoolers  are  not  getting  the  nourishing  food 
vital  to  strong  and  healthy  bodies  *  *  *  I  am  recommending  legislation  to 
authorize  a  pilot  program  to  provide  school  lunch  benefits  to  needy  pre-schoolers 
through  Plead  Start  and  similar  programs  *  *  * 

Some  60  percent  of  the  children  in  year-round  Headstart  projects 
are  in  privately  sponsored  groups — 35  percent  in  last  summer’s  Head¬ 
start  projects  were  in  privately  sponsored  groups.  We  can  help  these 
children  with  the  milk  program  and  donated  foods — useful  help,  yes, 
but  not  the  full  range  of  help  we  could  extend  if  they  were  in  school. 

Great  concern  has  been  expressed  by  a  number  of  Congressmen  that 
even  our  lunch  program  is  available  to  schoolchildren  only  9  months 
of  the  year,  although  good  nutrition  is  a  year-round  need.  There  are 
many,  many  group  activities  for  children  during  the  summer  months 
where  we  could  help  provide  improved  nutrition.  The  provision  of  a, 
food  service,  in  itself,  would  attract  still  more  youngsters  to  organized 
group  activity. 

The  legislation  we  discuss  here  today  will  permit  us  to  take  one  more 
step  toward  closing  the  nutrition  gap  among  children. 

Thank  you  for  your  kind  attention.  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have. 

The  Chairman.  The  chart  which  is  attached  to  your  paper  as 
table  1,  together  with  the  tables  consisting  of  23  pages  which  you  have 
furnished  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(Table  1  and  tabulations  follows:) 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service — Participation 
and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  January  1967 


[Food  stamp  program] 


Project  area 

Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Alabama  (3) : 

Greene  (new) . 

99 

2,803 

2,902 

$35, 121 

$22, 415 

64 

$7.72 

Jefferson  _  ...  .. 

3,795 

6, 658 

10,543 

141,504 

75,  308 

53 

7.20 

Walker . . 

2,022 

2,716 

4,738 

69,  859 

34, 423 

49 

7.27 

Total _ 

5, 916 

12,177 

18,  093 

246, 484 

132,146 

54 

7.30 

Alaska  (1):  Nome  _ 

13 

84 

97 

1.986 

824 

41 

8.49 

Arkansas  (19): 

Arkansas _ _ 

245 

527 

772 

10,  940 

4, 677 

43 

6. 06 

Bradley _ 

235 

339 

574 

8,  776 

3,299 

38 

5. 74 

Conway  —  _ _ 

768 

390 

1, 158 

18.364 

6, 784 

37 

5.  86 

Craighead  _  . . . 

374 

862 

1,236 

18.781 

8,  996 

48 

7. 28 

Crittenden _  _  _  __ 

494 

6,  893 

7, 387 

86,  526 

51,933 

60 

7.03 

Faulkner _ 

300 

157 

457 

8,461 

2,647 

31 

5.79 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service — Participation 
and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  January  1967 — Continued 

[Food  stamp  program] 


Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assistance 

Non- 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Arkansas  (19) — Continued 
Independence.  _ ... 

701 

646 

1,347 

$21,616 

$9, 339 

43 

$6. 93 

Izard . . . . 

160 

133 

293 

5, 232 

1,920 

37 

6.55 

Jefferson _ _ _ 

776 

3,  560 

4, 336 

53, 091 

29,  058 

55 

6.70 

Lee _  _ 

659 

3,683 

4,  342 

51, 182 

28,  626 

56 

6.59 

Lincoln . . .  _  .. 

345 

510 

855 

13,517 

6,  505 

48 

7.60 

Lonoke _  _ ._ 

524 

1.537 

2,  061 

26,  508 

14,068 

53 

6.83 

Mississippi... . . 

1.  722 

5,794 

7,  516 

99,  540 

51,972 

52 

6.91 

Monroe. . 

487 

2,073 

2,560 

32,  306 

18,  453 

57 

7.  21 

Perry - - - 

372 

84 

456 

8,  256 

2,  570 

31 

5.64 

Phillips..  ..  _ _  . 

1,712 

365 

6,415 

8,  127 

102,  832 

56,  353 

55 

6.  93 

Prairie.  .  .  . . . 

192 

557 

9,  128 

3.  424 

38 

6.  15 

Pulaski  .  .  - 

2,157 

1,506 

3,663 

55, 101 

21,  885 

50 

5.  97 

St.  Francis _ 

1,  139 

3,985 

5,124 

61,450 

36, 065 

59 

7.04 

Total - - - 

13,535 

39,  286 

52,  821 

691,  607 

358,  574 

52 

6.79 

California  (4): 

Contra  Costa.. . . 

7,348 

1,542 

8,890 

169,  492 

45,  445 

27 

5.11 

Humboldt  - 

1,659 

736 

2,395 

43, 182 

12,611 

29 

5.27 

Los  Angeles _ 

>  63,  400 

'  14,  353 

i  77, 753 

1,  419,  072 

386,  430 

27 

1  4.  97 

San  Francisco . . 

7,896 

2,077 

9, 973 

202,  976 

53, 913 

27 

5.41 

Total - - 

i  80,  303 

1 18,  708 

l  99,  011 

1, 834, 722 

498, 399 

27 

1  5.06 

Colorado  (21): 

Adams.  _ 

972 

693 

1,665 

30,  272 

9, 897 

33 

5.94 

Alamosa _ .  _ _ 

133 

246 

379 

5,842 

2, 385 

41 

6.29 

Arapahoe.  _ _ _ 

925 

245 

1,170 

23,702 

6,  976 

29 

5.  96 

Boulder 

252 

137 

389 

7,737 

2,328 

30 

5.  98 

Clear  Creek .  .  ... 

19 

5 

24 

510 

156 

31 

6.50 

Conejos -  - 

116 

437 

553 

10, 102 

4,  528 

45 

8.19 

Costilla..  .  _ 

29 

226 

255 

4,  409 

1,782 

40 

6.  99 

Crowley _  .  _ _ 

55 

60 

115 

1,890 

778 

41 

6.  77 

Custer  (new) _  ..  .. 

26 

3 

29 

646 

196 

30 

6.  76 

Denver . 

8,  579 

2,051 

10, 630 

223,  734 

68,  367 

31 

6.  43 

Elbert..  ..  ..  . . 

22 

2 

24 

574 

162 

28 

6.75 

Gilpin _ _ 

20 

15 

35 

778 

246 

32 

7.03 

Huerfano _ 

289 

254 

543 

10,  304 

3,266 

32 

6.01 

Jefferson _  _ 

612 

307 

919 

18, 155 

5,  476 

30 

5. 95 

Larimer  (new) . .  .  . 

237 

95 

332 

6, 056 

1,856 

31 

5.59 

Las  Animas . 

554 

595 

1,149 

21,284 

7, 186 

34 

6.25 

Mesa  (new) _ 

206 

126 

332 

5,660 

1,919 

34 

5.  78 

Otero . . .  . 

255 

254 

609 

8,  469 

3,  033 

36 

5.96 

Pueblo.  ..  _ _  . 

2,261 

1,  423 

3,  684 

67,  591 

22,  501 

33 

6.11 

Rio  Grande-Mineral _ 

158 

283 

441 

7,  089 

2,  872 

41 

6.51 

Weld  (new) .  . 

653 

207 

860 

15,  085 

5,  368 

36 

6.24 

Total _  .  - 

16, 373 

7,664 

24, 037 

469, 889 

151,  278 

32 

6.29 

Connecticut  (1):  Waterbury 

district _  .  -  .. 

i  2, 010 

1 1, 356 

i  3, 366 

63,  764 

17,  842 

28 

i  5.30 

District  of  Columbia  (1) : 

Washington . . ... 

i  11,185 

i  7, 327 

1 18,  512 

309,  593 

114,  962 

37 

i  6.21 

Georgia  (18): 

Bibb _ _ _ 

1,216 

1,891 

3,107 

47,  280 

19, 795 

42 

6.37 

Burke  (new) .  _  _ 

132 

516 

648 

7,036 

3, 070 

44 

4.  74 

170 

277 

447 

6,170 

2,782 

1,323 

45 

6.  22 

Clinch _ _ _ 

108 

112 

220 

3,299 

40 

6.01 

Echols _ _ 

67 

94 

161 

2, 436 

912 

37 

5.  66 

Hall _ 

255 

325 

580 

9,918 

3,692 

37 

6. 37 

77 

228 

305 

3, 935 

1,947 

49 

6.38 

125 

176 

301 

4,336 
11, 155 

1, 900 
4,544 

44 

6.31 

Lowndes _  _ _ 

362 

411 

773 

41 

5.88 

Lumpkin _ 

187 

112 

299 

4,670 

1,870 

40 

6.25 

Mitchell..  .  _ 

304 

725 

1,029 

268 

14,  311 

6,495 

45 

6.31 

104 

164 

3, 978 

1,534 

39 

5.72 

Rabun..  _ 

212 

309 

521 

8,656 

3,  394 

39 

6.  51 

Richmond  (new) _ 

453 

436 

889 

13,  614 

4, 717 

35 

5.31 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Project  area 

Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Georgia  (18)— Continued 

135 

34 

513 

29 

230 

39 

585 

144 

365 

73 

1,098 

173 

$5, 990 
1,170 
15, 839 
•  2, 636 

$2, 482 
522 
6,  674 

1  1, 081 

41 
45 

42 
i  41 

$6-80 
7. 15 
6.08 
i  6.25 

Taliaferro  (new) _ 

Thomas _ ... 

Washington  (new) . . 

Total _ 

4, 483 

6, 774 

11, 257 

1  166, 429 

i  68, 734 

>41 

16.11 

Hawaii  (3): 

Honolulu _ _ 

3, 756 

663 

4,419 

90,  738 

i  24, 899 

i  27 

•  5.64 

Kauai _ -  - - 

207 

69 

276 

5, 670 

U,  557 

i  27 

1  5.64 

Maui _  -  ------ 

400 

171 

571 

9,518 

i  3, 220 

134 

>5.64 

Total _ _ 

4, 363 

903 

5,266 

105, 926 

29, 676 

28 

5. 64 

Illinois  (39): 

Alexander . . . 

i  750 

>  496 

i  1,  246 

23, 770 

6,  729 

28 

i  5.40 

Bond  (new) _  _ 

i  100 

1  52 

i  152 

2,819 

788 

28 

i  5. 18 

Calhoun  (new). . . 

i  100 

‘  50 

i  150 

2,  852 

781 

27 

i  5. 18 

Clay  (new) _ 

i  150 

i  125 

i  275 

4,  879 

1,427 

29 

15. 18 

Clinton  (new) . . 

>40 

l  22 

i  62 

1, 164 

322 

28 

1  5.  18 

Cook _  _  _- 

i  76, 500 

i  7,111 

l  83, 611 

1,  580,  796 

427,  253 

27 

1  5. 11 

Crawford  (new) _ -  -  _ 

i  100 

i  66 

i  166 

3, 023 

859 

28 

1  5.  18 

Edwards  (new) . 

i  50 

121 

i  71 

1, 133 

370 

33 

16. 18 

Fayette  (new) _ - 

i  150 

l  59 

1  209 

3,885 

1,081 

28 

>5. 18 

Franklin.  _ 

1  1,  400 

1  627 

1  2,  027 

44,  793 

12,  204 

27 

'  6.02 

Gallatin . - _ 

1  164 

1  124 

1  288 

6,017 

1,667 

28 

1  5.  78 

Greene  (new)  _ 

1  125 

1  58 

1  183 

3,  529 

950 

27 

1  5.  18 

Hamilton..  _ _ 

‘  103 

l  73 

1  176 

3,620 

1,110 

31 

16.29 

Hardin _  .  ...  . 

■  172 

i  62 

•  234 

5, 187 

1,390 

27 

1  5.94 

Jackson...  .  __ 

1  545 

i  276 

i  821 

15,  902 

4,  501 

28 

1  5.48 

Jasper  . 

1  75 

i  49 

1  124 

2,  240 

644 

29 

15. 18 

Jefferson..  . . .  _ 

1  825 

l  365 

i  1, 190 

24,  026 

6,640 

28 

1  5.58 

Jersey  (new) _ _ 

1  75 

i  32 

■  107 

2, 133 

556 

26 

>5. 18 

Johnson  _ _ 

i  86 

i  94 

1  180 

3,  493 

1,  057 

30 

1  6.88 

Lawrence  (new) . . 

i  300 

i  143 

1  443 

8,  454 

2,  295 

27 

1  5.  81 

Macoupin  (new)..  . 

>  200 

l  55 

1  255 

4,  714 

1,323 

28 

1  5. 18 

Madison _ _ 

1  2,  000 

1  1,  044 

13,044 

38, 192 

10, 807 

28 

13.55 

Marion  (new)...  —  .  . 

■  500 

‘  209 

1  709 

12,  958 

3,  672 

28 

1  5.18 

Massac _ _ _ 

1  3.50 

1  113 

1  463 

9,  524 

2,629 

28 

1  5.68 

Monroe  (new) . 

1  50 

"32 

i  82 

1,488 

424 

28 

l  5.  18 

Montgomery  (new)...  _ 

1  100 

141 

1  141 

2,637 

732 

28 

1  5.  18 

Perry  (new) _  _  _ 

i  150 

1  55 

i  205 

3.  874 

1,060 

27 

1  5.  18 

Pope _  _ _ 

1  165 

■96 

1  261 

6,025 

1.686 

28 

1  6.  45 

Pulaski _  .- 

i  925 

1  378 

i  1,303 

24,  274 

6,906 

28 

1  5.  30 

Randolph  (new) _ 

1  100 

1  61 

i  161 

2.893 

836 

29 

1  5.  18 

Richland  (new) _ 

1  75 

127 

1  102 

1,  768 

530 

30 

1  5.  18 

St.  Clair . 

1  10.  000 

1  1,425 

1  11,425 

235,  951 

64,  097 

27 

1  5.  61 

Saline . . . 

‘  800 

1  464 

1  1,  264 

27,  899 

7,786 

28 

1  6. 16 

Union _ _  _ 

i  166 

1  204 

1  370 

7,  275 

2, 151 

30 

1  5.82 

Wabash  (new) _ 

l  75 

1  57 

i  132 

2,546 

682 

27 

15. 18 

Washington  (new) _ ... 

i  20 

1  12 

i  32 

658 

168 

26 

1  5.  18 

Wayne  (new) . . 

1  125 

1  48 

1  173 

3, 267 

894 

27 

1  5.18 

White _ 

1  250 

1  52 

1  302 

6,160 

1,  764 

29 

1  5.85 

Williamson _  ..... 

‘  900 

l  584 

1  1,484 

31.392 

8, 486 

27 

1  5.72 

Total _ 

Indiana  (17) : 

Bartholomew _ _ 

Floyd _  . 

Gibson _  ... 

Harrison  ...  _ 

Knox _ _ _ 

Lake _ _ _  ._ 

Madison  (new) _ 

Marion.  ..  . . . 

Perry _ 

Pike _ 

Posey.  _ _  . 

l  98, 761 

1  14,  862 

1 113,623 

2, 167,  210 

589, 257 

27 

15.19 

215 
426 
428 
145 
33S 
i  7,  710 
746 
3,890 
392 
288 
169 

174 

459 

209 

311 

336 

1  1,450 
87 

1,866 

257 

117 

365 

3S9 

885 

637 

456 

674 

1  9, 160 
833 

5,  756 
649 
405 
534 

6, 139 
14.  095 

9, 674 
7,868 
12,  495 
134,  552 

9,  ()83 
96. 343 
10,  592 

5.  759 

8, 077 

2, 354 

5,  488 

3,  986 
2,983 
4.386 
45.  894 
3,746 
34,  055 
4,018 

2.  508 
3,267 

38 

39 
41 

38 
35 

34 

39 

35 
38 
44 

40 

6.05 

6.20 

6.25 

6.54 

6.  50 

1  5.01 
4.  50 
5.92 
6.19 
6.19 
6.12 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  1964  17 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service — Participation 
and  coupon  valye,  by  project  area,  January  1967 — Continued 

[Food  stamp  program] 


Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Indiana  (17)— Continued 
Putnam _ 

63 

39 

102 

$1,353 
9,198 
2, 103 
2, 469 
63, 435 
8,247 

$538 
3,  530 
824 

40 

$5.  27 
6.  27 

Spencer .  . . 

295 

268 

563 

39 

Switzerland _ 

54 

71 

125 

39 

6.59 

Tipton..  _ 

106 

32 

138 

785 

32 

5.  69 

Vanderburgh _ 

2,223 

283 

1,592 

193 

3, 815 

22,354 
2, 994 

35 

5.  86 

Warrick . . . 

'476 

36 

6.29 

Total _ 

1 17, 771 

»  7, 826 

>  25, 597 

402, 082 

143, 710 

36 

1  5.  61 

Iowa  (40) : 

28 

19 

47 

964 

2% 

31 

6. 30 

Appanoose _ - 

325 

172 

497 

10,  783 
2, 492 
3, 258 
1,693 
6,008 
562 

3,150 

688 

29 

6.34 

90 

29 

119 

28 

5.  78 

Butler.  _ _ _ 

88 

74 

162 

940 

29 

5.  80 

Calhoun _ _ 

i  57 

i  26 

i  83 

468 

28 

1  5.  50 

273 

33 

306 

1,635 

27 

5.34 

Clarke _ 

19 

5 

24 

'  146 

26 

6. 08 

Dallas _ 

183 

53 

236 

5, 058 
1,425 

1,498 

30 

6. 35 

Davis _ 

32 

45 

77 

'418 

29 

5.  43 

Decatur .  . . 

90 

50 

140 

2,818 
5, 685 
18,444 
1,478 
2,  555 
470 

938 

33 

6.70 

Des  Moines  (new)  _  _ 

153 

149 

302 

1,670 

29 

5.  52 

Dubuque _ _ _ 

730 

377 

1,107 

5, 702 
416 

31 

5. 15 

Franklin _ _ 

38 

35 

73 

28 

5.70 

Greene _ _ 

85 

48 

133 

754 

30 

5. 67 

Grundy. . 

19 

4 

23 

162 

34 

7.04 

Guthrie.  _ _ _ 

93 

39 

132 

2,624 

814 

31 

6. 17 

Hamilton. _  _ _ 

115 

122 

2,604 

1  2, 166 
938 

672 

26 

5.  51 

Harrison  (new) _ 

39 

69 

108 

1  628 

1  29 

1  5.82 

Henry  (new) _ 

33 

10 

43 

266 

28 

6. 19 

Ida.. I.. . . . 

18 

18 

36 

832 

220 

26 

6.11 

Jasper _ _ 

152 

217 

4, 154 
4,  616 
5, 935 
5, 625 
2, 906 
2,  465 
3,837 

1,  229 
1, 318 
1,657 
1,618 
826 

30 

5.66 

Johnson _ 

293 

94 

387 

29 

3.41 

Lee  (new) _  _ 

212 

105 

317 

28 

5. 23 

Lucas _ 

213 

44 

257 

29 

6.30 

Madison _ 

73 

52 

125 

28 

6.61 

Marshall _ 

102 

26 

128 

721 

29 

5.63 

Monona _  _ _ 

98 

95 

193 

1,263 

33 

6.54 

O’Brien _  _ _ 

112 

48 

160 

3;  308 

909 

27 

5.68 

Plymouth _ 

57 

11 

68 

1,  532 

390 

25 

5.74 

Scott... _ _ 

813 

470 

1,283 

145 

22,  006 
3,  265 
2, 349 

1, 361 
2,536 
2,  728 

6,599 

846 

30 

5.14 

Sioux _ _ _ 

126 

19 

26 

5.83 

Tama  (new) _ 

82 

38 

120 

652 

28 

5. 43 

Taylor  (new) _ 

27 

42 

69 

442 

32 

6. 41 

Union  (new) _ 

84 

30 

114 

692 

27 

6. 07 

Van  Buren. . . . 

102 

27 

129 

750 

27 

5.81 

402 

466 

868 

17, 324 
i  2,  710 
1,886 

3, 388 
48, 386 

5,627 

32 

6.48 

81 

54 

135 

1  786 

1  29 

1  5. 82 

Washington  (new) _ 

71 

30 

101 

512 

27 

5.07 

Wayne _ 

122 

39 

161 

1,032 
13, 929 

30 

6.41 

Woodbury _ 

1,946 

554 

2,500 

29 

5. 57 

Total _ 

i  7, 676 

i  3,  571 

‘  11, 247 

>  215, 174 

>  63, 279 

1  29 

1  5.6 

Kansas  (5): 

Bourbon _ 

1  158 

47 

205 

4,234 
14, 385 
20, 217 
12, 146 
2,509 

1, 229 

4, 036 

5,  436 
3, 364 
804 

29 

6. 00 

Cherokee . . . . 

i  619 

77 

696 

28 

5.80 

Crawford _ 

i  840 

75 

915 

27 

5. 94 

Labette _ 

1  532 

97 

629 

28 

5.35 

* 123 

21 

144 

32 

5.58 

Total _ 

i  2, 272 

317 

2,589 

53, 491 

14, 869 

28 

5. 74 

Kentucky  (44): 

Adair _ 

100 

309 

409 

5,676 

7, 178 
63,840 

2,648 
3,348 
24,815 
21, 834 

3, 857 

7,  662 

47 

6.47 

112 

399 

511 

47 

6.55 

Bell _ 

2,074 
2,164 
i  266 

2, 046 

1, 687 

4, 120 

3, 851 

39 

6.02 

Breathitt _ 

60, 874 

36 

5.67 

Campbell _ 

i  342 

i  608 

9,060 

43 

1  6.34 

Carter _ 

215 

845 

1,060 

14, 746 

52 

7.23 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Kentucky  (44)— Continued 
Casey...  _ _ _ 

165 

594 

759 

$10, 326 
3,890 
56,  058 
7,742 
8,988 

7,  748 

$5, 466 

1, 612 
25, 172 

53 

$7.20 

6.37 

Clark _  __ 

96 

157 

253 

41 

Clay _ _ 

1,  200 
68 

2, 700 
499 

3, 900 
567 

45 

6. 45 

Clinton . .  _ 

4,  230 

55 

7. 46 

Cumberland _ 

268 

330 

598 

3,838 
3,  250 
6,694 
33, 934 
34, 496 
7, 138 

43 

6.42 

Elliott.  _ 

199 

325 

524 

42 

6.  20 

Estill..  _  _ 

340 

655 

995 

Hi  870 
87, 958 
84,520 
19, 356 
73,  632 
37,282 
82, 658 
65, 642 
25, 840 
21,  530 

45 

6.73 

Floyd _ 

2,709 

2,343 

574 

3,110 
3, 333 
659 

5,  819 

39 

5.83 

Harlan.  ..  _.  ..  .  ... 

5,676 
1,233 
4,  402 
2,585 
5,393 

41 

6. 08 

Jackson _ _ 

37 

5.  79 

Jefferson...  _ 

2,  605 
744 

1,797 

24;  681 
18, 032 
30, 380 
26,144 
13, 126 
10, 072 
20,278 
22, 138 

5, 186 

34 

5.61 

Johnson _ 

1,841 

2,  507 

2, 485 
1,412 
1, 137 

48 

6. 98 

Knott _ 

2,886 

1,848 

419 

37 

5.63 

Knox _ _ 

4;  333 
1,831 
1,481 

40 

6. 03 

Laurel _ _ 

51 

7. 17 

Lee  ...  .. 

344 

47 

6. 80 

Leslie _ 

1,696 
1,  516 
161 

L  681 
2,098 

3;  377 
3,  614 
697 

5i;  148 

40 

6.00 

Letcher. .  .  . 

54,165 
10,  206 

1  6,  020 
26, 996 
44,  486 
40,  272 
6,394 
6,830 
20,  506 
9, 170 
21,300 

41 

6. 13 

Lincoln _  _ 

536 

51 

7.  44 

Logan _ ... 

115 

285 

400 

1  2;  468 
12,  622 
19,  812 
15, 358 
2,438 
2,614 
8,  682 
4,074 
8,730 

1  41 

1  6. 17 

McCreary _  _ _ 

574 

1,340 
1,955 
1, 167 
126 

1,914 

3,  068 
2, 650 
425 

47 

6.59 

Magoffin _ 

1, 113 

45 

6.  46 

Martin.  .  ..  .  _ 

1,483 

38 

5.80 

Menifee _  _ . 

299 

38 

5.74 

Montgomery . . 

219 

220 

439 

38 

5. 95 

Morgan..  "  _ 

619 

780 

1,399 

592 

42 

6.  21 

Muhienburg  .  _ 

194 

398 

44 

6.88 

Owsley _ _  . 

491 

896 

1,387 
6, 877 
4, 944 

1,  605 

41 

6.29 

Perry _ _  _ 

3,  784 
2,  369 
425 

3,093 

2,575 

1,180 

894 

102,  800 
75,  536 
23,254 

39,238 

38 

5.  71 

Pike . .  .. 

29;  062 
11, 184 

38 

5.88 

Pulaski.  _  ..  ._ 

48 

6.97 

Rockcastle.  __  _  _ 

218 

1,112 

622 

15,654 
8, 314 
3, 406 
2,048 
18, 716 
34,504 
19,188 

8,000 
4,634 
1,  506 
982 

51 

7. 19 

Russell.  ...  .  .  . 

89 

533 

56 

7. 45 

Simpson.  _ _ 

62 

170 

232 

44 

6.49 

Todd _ _ _ 

27 

116 

143 

48 

6.87 

Wayne  ....  . 

192 

1,230 

1,  422 

10,864 
15,  624 
6,996 

58 

7.  64 

Whitley.  .  . .  .. 

790 

1,  573 

2,363 

1,217 

45 

6.61 

Wolfe.  I _ 

735 

482 

36 

5.75 

Total..  _ 

i  38, 910 

i  52, 497 

191,407 

‘  1, 370, 327 

1  564. 919 

141 

16.18 

Louisiana  (22): 

Acadia.  . . . 

1,714 

2,  441 

4,155 

1,551 

8,118 

2,875 

600 

59, 627 
17, 151 
116, 480 
41,632 

27,768 
9,043 
53, 910 
17,  539 

47 

6.68 

Assumption _ 

281 

i;  270 
5, 862 

53 

5.83 

Avoyelles _ _ 

2,256 

46 

6.  64 

Calcasieu _ 

1,  536 

1, 339 

42 

6. 10 

Caldwell  .  ... 

'  154 

'  446 

9;  694 
7,909 
138,  386 
46, 189 
19, 867 

4,417 

3, 925 
60,914 
24,  307 

46 

7.36 

East  Baton  Rouge  (new). 
Evangeline . 

273 

3,742 

661 

488 
5,512 
3, 078 
710 

761 

9,  254 

50 

44 

5.16 

6.58 

Franklin _  _ _ 

3,739 
1,419 
1,910 
1,132 
3,750 
3, 844 

53 

6.50 

Iberia _  _ _ 

709 

8;  062 
11, 257 
6,445 
24,  565 
26,594 
15,  278 
10.  691 

41 

5.68 

Iberville.  ..  .  .  ...  . 

444 

1,466 

23,078 
16,  714 

49 

5.89 

Jefferson  Davis . 

612 

520 

39 

5.69 

Lafavette . . 

1, 015 

2,735 
2,  762 
1,749 
1,248 
2,  505 
351 

47,  654 

52 

6.  55 

Natchitoches . . 

1,082 

50,899 
35,  044 

52 

6.92 

Pointe  Coupee.  ..  .  . 

'827 

2;  576 
1,575 

44 

5.93 

Red  River  (new) _ 

327 

20,  207 

53 

6.  79 

Richland. . . . 

371 

2,876 

510 

33,  355 

18, 960 
2,907 
2,  373 
81,  628 
21, 340 
9,861 
3,413 

57 

6.59 

St.  James _  _ 

159 

6,  674 

44 

5.70 

St.  John.  ..  . 

123 

351 

474 

6,219 

38 

5.01 

St.  I.andry. _ _  . 

1,979 

10, 079 
1,925 

12,  058 

155, 326 
43, 650 
19,  262 

53 

6.77 

St.  Martin . 

1,271 

3,196 

1,443 

613 

49 

6.68 

Vermilion.. . . 

367 

1,076 

51 

6.83 

Winn  . . 

441 

172 

9,580 

36 

5.57 

Total . . 

20, 344 

48, 085 

68, 429 

924,  597 

445, 197 

48 

6.51 

r 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Project  area 

Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Maine  (1):  Androscoggin _ 

726 

858 

1,584 

$29, 678 

$9,  521 

32 

$6.01 

Maryland  (9): 

Allegany . . .  .. 

996 

388 

1,384 

28,  455 

9,247 

32 

6.  68 

Anne  Arundel . . 

639 

707 

1,346 

22,  618 

8,411 

37 

6.25 

Baltimore _  _ 

702 

112 

814 

16.  493 

5,  945 

36 

7. 30 

Caroline  (new) . . 

174 

14 

188 

3,  526 

1, 199 

34 

6.38 

Charles.  . . 

73 

30 

103 

1,  546 

572 

37 

5.  55 

Dorchester . 

303 

70 

373 

6,  684 

2,218 

33 

5.  95 

Garrett..  . . . 

339 

320 

659 

12,  625 

4,  428 

35 

6.72 

Queen  Annes.. . . 

105 

73 

178 

2,  694 

983 

36 

5.52 

Talbot _  _  . 

109 

53 

162 

2,702 

967 

36 

5.  97 

Total _ 

3,440 

1,767 

5,207 

97, 343 

33, 970 

35 

6.52 

Michigan  (6): 

Gogebic..-  _ _ 

643 

387 

1,030 

19, 905 

5,703 

29 

5.54 

Houghton _ 

762 

776 

1,  538 

31,057 

9, 033 

29 

5.  87 

Macomb . .  . 

2,  062 

565 

2,627 

53,  766 

16, 379 

30 

6.  23 

Oakland.  ... _ _ 

5,032 

716 

5,  748 

107, 322 

29,  600 

28 

5. 15 

St.  Clair . . . . 

1,  592 

233 

1,825 

30,  143 

8,377 

28 

4.59 

Wayne . . . 

1  35,  000 

1 10, 099 

1  45,  099 

855,  554 

248,  496 

29 

>  5.51 

Total . 

1  45,  091 

‘  12,  776 

i  57, 867 

1,  097,  747 

317, 588 

29 

1  5.49 

Minnesota  (29): 

Aitkin  ...  _ 

98 

334 

432 

7,537 

2, 382 

32 

5.  51 

Anoka  (new) _ 

507 

115 

622 

11,814 

3, 112 

26 

5.00 

Becker  ..  ... 

183 

679 

862 

15,  064 

5, 340 

35 

6.19 

Beltrami. . . . 

440 

824 

1,264 

22, 149 

6,993 

32 

5. 53 

Benton  (new) _  ..  . 

37 

218 

255 

4, 181 

1, 377 

33 

5.  40 

Big  Stone _ 

137 

137 

274 

5,313 

1,512 

28 

5.  52 

Carlton..  _ 

304 

599 

903 

16,  979 

5, 192 

31 

5.  75 

Chippewa  . . . 

44 

79 

123 

2,089 

632 

30 

5.14 

Crow  Wing  _ .  .. 

171 

670 

841 

16,  614 

5, 120 

31 

6.09 

Dakota  (new) _ 

464 

170 

634 

12,  204 

3,  269 

27 

5. 16 

Hennepin _ _ 

5,150 

2,253 

7,  403 

166,  776 

40, 900 

25 

5.  52 

Hubbard _ 

76 

445 

521 

9,  458 

3,  417 

36 

6. 56 

Itasca _ _ _ 

274 

655 

929 

18,  313 

5,  541 

30 

5. 96 

Kandiyohi _ 

279 

323 

602 

11,789 

3,628 

31 

6.03 

Koochiching _ 

244 

332 

576 

11,576 

3,  023 

26 

5.  25 

Lac  qui  Parle _ 

56 

231 

287 

5,052 

1,526 

30 

5.32 

Lake  . . 

22 

121 

143 

2,489 

857 

34 

5.99 

Otter  Tail  (new)  _ 

76 

7 

83 

3,066 

778 

25 

9.37 

Pine  _  _ 

148 

229 

377 

7,  509 

2,238 

30 

5.94 

Pipestone  (new) _  . 

41 

80 

121 

2,  252 

707 

31 

5.  84 

Polk  (new) _ _ 

188 

271 

459 

8,  334 

2,  524 

30 

5.  50 

Ramsey.  . . 

5,888 

2,  360 

8,  248 

168,  497 

44, 966 

27 

5.45 

Renville  (new) _  .. 

79 

111 

190 

2,880 

842 

29 

4.43 

Roseau  (new) _ _ 

33 

38 

71 

1,334 

462 

35 

6.51 

Stearns  . . . . 

248 

946 

1, 194 

19,  811 

7, 108 

36 

5.  95 

St.  Louis _ 

4, 077 

3,  086 

7, 163 

145,  084 

38,  622 

27 

5.  39 

Swift. ...... 

66 

229 

295 

6,035 

1,760 

29 

5.  97 

Washington  (new) _ 

170 

48 

218 

4,  202 

1, 156 

28 

5.30 

Wright  (new) _ 

65 

170 

235 

3,  741 

1,267 

34 

5. 39 

Total . . 

19,  565 

15, 760 

35, 325 

712, 142 

196, 251 

28 

5.56 

Mississippi  (14): 

Attala  (new).  . . . 

465 

1,672 

2, 137 

27,160 

14, 659 

54 

6.86 

Chickasaw.  ...  _ _  . 

700 

1,825 

2, 525 

35,192 

17,  070 

49 

6. 76 

Clay . . 

573 

2,739 

3,312 

40,  449 

24,  052 

59 

7. 26 

Coahoma...  _.  . _ _ 

1,233 

9. 123 

10,356 

127,170 

70,  788 

56 

6.84 

Forrest. . 

780 

1,970 

2,750 

36,  553 

18, 851 

52 

6.85 

Harrison .  .  .. 

631 

1,657 

2,288 

31,200 

16,187 

52 

7. 07 

Jones _  _  _ 

1,337 

4,169 

5,  506 

70, 933 

40, 489 

57 

7. 35 

Lee  (new) _ 

951 

1,283 

2,234 

34, 006 

15,  578 

46 

6.97 

Lowndes _ _ 

844 

1,950 

2,794 

38,016 

19,  500 

51 

6.98 

Madison . . 

919 

4,708 

5,  627 

68, 803 

39,  748 

58 

7.06 

Marion  (new) . 

496 

451 

947 

14, 631 

6, 505 

44 

6.87 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Project  area 


Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Bonus 

Aver- 

Public 

Non- 

Total 

Bonus 

of  total 

age 

assistance 

public 

assistance 

Total 

value 

value 

(per¬ 

cent) 

bonus 

per 

person 

283 

1,856 

2, 139 

$27, 305 

$14,031 

51 

$6. 56 

814 

1,248 

2,062 

29, 381 

14,835 

50 

7.19 

1,241 

3,194 

4, 435 

59, 374 

30, 754 

52 

6.93 

11,267 

37,845 

49, 112 

640,173 

343, 047 

54 

6.98 

14,  397 

8,833 

23,230 

368, 935 

156, 073 

42 

6.72 

1,405 

1,046 

2, 451 

43, 067 

15, 087 

35 

6.16 

88 

189 

277 

5,592 

1,600 

29 

5.  80 

926 

327 

1,253 

25, 234 

7,373 

29 

5.88 

2,419 

1,562 

3,981 

73, 893 

24, 066 

33 

6.05 

48 

24 

72 

1,594 

480 

30 

6.67 

250 

86 

336 

5,654 

1,649 

29 

4.91 

30 

0 

30 

i  568 

‘  176 

‘31 

‘5. 86 

150 

32 

182 

3,867 

1,097 

28 

6.03 

3,952 

1,410 

5,  362 

100, 323 

31,100 

31 

5.80 

18 

17 

35 

657 

258 

39 

7.37 

99 

18 

117 

2,832 

718 

25 

6. 14 

i  200 

i  82 

‘  282 

5,  415 

1,  574 

29 

‘  5.57 

30 

17 

47 

989 

300 

30 

6.  38 

15 

9 

24 

654 

150 

27 

6.  25 

1,007 

544 

1,551 

30, 190 

9,426 

31 

6.08 

50 

26 

76 

1,651 

524 

32 

6.89 

60 

47 

107 

2,159 

651 

30 

6.08 

111 

203 

314 

4, 975 

1,724 

35 

5.49 

93 

140 

233 

4, 102 

1,520 

37 

6.52 

330 

191 

521 

8,  823 

2, 817 

32 

5.41 

30 

67 

97 

2,  072 

630 

30 

6.49 

52 

39 

91 

1, 925 

621 

32 

6.82 

‘  6,  525 

i  2, 952 

‘  9,  477 

1  178, 350 

‘  55, 415 

‘31 

‘  5.85 

‘  2, 000 

‘  2,  531 

i  4,  531 

79, 915 

22, 700 

28 

‘  5. 10 

i  210 

■  435 

•  665 

11,558 

3,588 

31 

‘  5.56 

i  2, 210 

i  2, 966 

i  5, 176 

91, 473 

26,288 

29 

i  5.08 

716 

315 

1,031 

18, 373 

6,062 

33 

5.88 

234 

174 

408 

i  7,  094 

‘  2,  544 

‘36 

‘  6.26 

615 

424 

1,039 

17, 350 

6,523 

38 

6.28 

735 

969 

1,704 

26, 097 

10,  869 

42 

6. 38 

24 

76 

100 

>  1,  576 

i  662 

‘  42 

‘  6.62 

376 

284 

660 

10,  825 

4,  291 

40 

6.50 

432 

481 

913 

i  14,  630 

‘  6,  437 

l  44 

‘  7.05 

269 

314 

583 

i  9,  002 

‘  3,  970 

l  44 

‘  6.81 

1,124 

2,  806 

3,930 

59,  338 

29,  750 

50 

7.  57 

271 

553 

824 

12,  587 

5,532 

44 

6.  71 

449 

1,  492 

1,941 

27, 121 

15,  432 

57 

7.95 

1,794 

2,026 

3,  820 

1  62, 121 

‘  26,  091 

1  42 

‘  6.83 

1.471 

2, 496 

3,967 

69,  038 

31,165 

45 

7.86 

1,006 

1,112 

2,118 

34, 166 

15,420 

45 

7.28 

100 

33 

133 

‘  2,  546 

'893 

‘39 

‘  6. 72 

9,616 

13,555 

23, 171 

‘371,864 

1  165, 651 

‘  45 

‘7. 15 

15, 090 

4,931 

20, 021 

387, 607 

109,237 

28 

5.46 

541 

3, 509 

4,050 

52,898 

28, 364 

54 

7. 00 

158 

106 

264 

4, 350 

1,890 

43 

7. 16 

144 

393 

537 

7, 617 

3,646 

48 

6.79 

103 

591 

694 

8, 956 

5, 152 

58 

7.  42 

236 

able. 

112 

348 

5,686 

2,022 

36 

5.81 

Mississippi  (14) — Continued 

Panola  (new) _ 

Pike  (new) _ 

Yazoo  (new) _ 


Total _ 

Missouri  (1):  St.  Louis  (city) 


Montana  (3): 

Cascade . 

Deer  Lodge. 
Silver  Bow.. 


Total. 


Nebraska  (18) : 

Boone. _ _ 

Buffalo _ _ _ 

Clay  (new) _ 

Custer _ 

Douglas _ 

Franklin  (new) _ 

Gage _ 

Hall _ 

Holt _ 

Keith _ 

Lancaster _ 

Morrill _ 

Nemaha _ 

Sarpy _ 

Saunders _ 

Scotts  Bluff-Banner. 

Sheridan _ 

York _ 


Total. 


New  Jersey  (2): 

Mercer _ 

Salem _ 


Total. 


New  Mexico  (15): 

Chaves _ 

Colfax _ 

Curry _ 

Eddy _ 

Harding _ 

Lea _ 

Mora _ 

Quay - 

Rio  Arriba _ 

Roosevelt _ 

Sandoval _ 

San  Miguel _ 

Santa  Fe _ 

Taos _ 

Union _ 


Total _ 

New  York  (1):  Erie  welfare 
district _ 


North  Carolina  (22): 

Bertie _ 

Cabarrus _ 

Chatham _ 

Chowan _ 

Cleveland  (new). 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

North  Carolina  (22) — Con. 
Dare -  -  - 

64 

85 

119 

$2,174 

$764 

35 

$6.  42 

Durham. . .  _ 

853 

447 

1,300 

20,112 

8,380 

42 

6.  45 

Forsyth _  _ 

1,610 

473 

2,083 

34, 378 

12, 366 

36 

5.  94 

Franklin . . . 

454 

1,376 

1,830 

24, 306 

12, 084 

50 

6.  60 

Granville  . 

101 

760 

861 

10,  722 

5,900 

35 

6.85 

Halifax..  .  _ 

797 

2,956 

3, 753 

50,  006 

24, 528 

49 

6.54 

Harnett  (new) _ 

87 

155 

242 

3,466 

1,602 

46 

6.  62 

Lee _  _  . 

514 

303 

SI  7 

12,274 

4,893 

40 

5.99 

Martin . . 

428 

2, 323 

2, 751 

35. 108 

19, 122 

54 

6.95 

Moore..  .  .  . . 

500 

313 

813 

i  12, 512 

1  5, 130 

>41 

i  6.31 

Nash . .  . 

1,585 

5,742 

7,327 

96,  296 

51,162 

53 

6.98 

New  Hanover . . 

467 

257 

724 

12,  430 

4,  736 

38 

6.  54 

Northampton _  . 

457 

1,362 

1.819 

23, 337 

12,191 

62 

6.  70 

Orange _  . 

340 

324 

664 

9,334 

4,  279 

46 

6.  44 

Person.  .  _  _ 

375 

459 

834 

11,504 

5,  536 

48 

6.64 

Scotland . . 

457 

708 

1,165 

18,  490 

7,  905 

43 

6.  79 

Surry _  _ 

374 

720 

1,094 

16, 058 

7,684 

48 

7.02 

Total _  .  ..  _ 

10,  645 

23, 444 

34, 089 

1  472,014 

i  229, 336 

149 

i  6. 73 

North  Dakota  (1):  Morton _ 

137 

195 

332 

5,  859 

1,968 

34 

5.93 

Ohio  (27): 

Allen _ ...  _ 

885 

173 

1, 058 

18,  750 

6,229 

33 

5.89 

Ashland  (new) _ _ 

112 

24 

136 

2,737 

760 

28 

5.59 

Athens . . . 

1  700 

>351 

i  1, 051 

19,  552 

6,738 

34 

i  6.41 

Clark _ _ _ 

832 

461 

1,293 

24,  715 

8, 202 

33 

0.34 

Clermont..  _  .  ..  .. 

1,691 

1,097 

2,788 

53,  025 

17,  466 

33 

6.26 

Columbiana . . 

1,198 

1,420 

2,618 

1  50, 852 

>  16,  781 

i  33 

1  6.41 

Cuyahoga . . 

57,  643 

4,  761 

62,  404 

1, 184,  488 

412,  415 

35 

6. 61 

Franklin _ 

12, 800 

1,635 

14,  435 

261,  979 

92,  893 

35 

6.44 

Hamilton..  ....  ...  ._ 

19,  200 

5,982 

25, 182 

473, 180 

158,  260 

33 

6.28 

Harrison. . 

155 

106 

261 

4,950 

1,686 

34 

6.46 

Holmes _ 

88 

15 

103 

2,  234 

722 

32 

7.  01 

Jefferson . . . 

1,263 

477 

1,740 

34,  270 

11,912 

35 

6. 85 

Lake...  _ _ ... 

404 

60 

464 

9,  550 

2,  858 

30 

6. 16 

Lawrence..  ..  ...  _ 

2,013 

1,  247 

3,260 

59,  398 

22, 978 

39 

7.  05 

Lorain . . 

1,915 

670 

2,585 

51, 185 

18, 119 

35 

7.  01 

Lucas..  . . . 

13,  727 

1,884 

15,611 

297,  079 

102,  372 

34 

6.56 

Mahoning.  _ _ _ 

3,768 

2,392 

6,160 

102,  461 

34,  786 

34 

6.65 

Morgan . . . . . 

146 

154 

300 

5,582 

2,003 

36 

6.68 

Montgomery...  .  . 

6, 759 

1, 273 

8,032 

150, 814 

54,  006 

36 

6.72 

Richland  _  .  ....... 

1,329 

674 

2,  003 

23,  824 

8,  917 

37 

4.  45 

Scioto.. _  ..  .  .. 

3, 394 

892 

4,286 

79,  911 

28, 844 

36 

6.73 

Stark. _ _ 

2,458 

920 

3, 378 

65,  576 

22,  223 

34 

6.58 

Summit _ _ _ _ 

8, 987 

1,247 

10,  234 

181, 431 

62,  443 

34 

6. 10 

Trumbull _ 

1,805 

1,015 

2, 820 

49.  012 

16, 807 

34 

5. 96 

Tuscarawas _  . 

713 

167 

880 

16,  930 

5,  826 

34 

6. 62 

Washington  (new) _ 

316 

401 

717 

12,  205 

5,632 

46 

7.85 

Wayne  (new) . .  .  _ 

1  100 

i  158 

i  258 

5,  190 

1,669 

32 

■6.47 

Total _ _ 

1  144,  401 

i  29, 656 

1  174, 057 

1  3,  240, 880 

1  1, 123,  547 

135 

i  6.46 

Oregon  (1):  Multnomah _ 

8,808 

2, 392 

11, 200 

199,  098 

57, 173 

29 

5. 10 

Pennsylvania  (23): 

Allegheny _ 

42, 263 

8, 424 

50, 687 

960,  771 

296,  285 

31 

5.84 

Bradford.  . 

1,495 

673 

2, 168 

39,  609 

13,  084 

33 

6.04 

Cambria  _  .  . 

4,280 

1,335 

5,  615 

115,  264 

37,  359 

32 

6.  65 

Clearfield _ 

2,  090 

950 

3,040 

52,  875 

17,  271 

33 

5. 68 

Clinton  (new) _  _ 

461 

228 

689 

12, 186 

3,757 

31 

5.  45 

Dauphin  (new) _ ... 

3, 170 

375 

3,  545 

57,  955 

16,  774 

29 

4.  73 

Fayette...  ...  . . 

11,867 

1,  953 

13,  820 

257,  923 

84,  736 

33 

6. 13 

Greene _  _  .  .. 

1,870 

686 

2,  556 

41,723 

14,  016 

34 

5.48 

Huntingdon . . . 

978 

396 

1,374 

26,  489 

8,  641 

33 

6.29 

Indiana..  _ 

1,871 

679 

2,550 

35, 163 

12, 195 

35 

4.78 

Lackawanna _ ... 

4, 141 

2, 355 

6,  496 

120, 155 

39,  243 

33 

6.  04 

Luzerne.. .  .  _ 

5,  628 

3, 119 

8,  747 

158, 526 

52,  027 

33 

5.  95 

McKean _ _  .  ..  ... 

969 

407 

1,376 

24,  214 

7,681 

32 

5.58 

Mifflin _  _ 

673 

227 

900 

14, 124 

4,505 

32 

5.01 

Northumberland  (new).. 

1,318 

747 

2,065 

36,  053 

11,280 

31 

5.  46 

Philadelphia _ 

35, 974 

12, 657 

48,  631 

793, 317 

261, 480 

33 

5.  38 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Project  area 

Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Pennsylvania  (23)— Con. 

Potter  _ _  _  __ 

414 

198 

612 

$9, 961 

$3,289 

33 

$5.37 

Somerset.  .  .  _ 

2, 132 

1,051 

3,  183 

55,814 

18, 228 

33 

5.  73 

Sullivan  (new) _ 

106 

57 

163 

1  2,  897 

1  927 

32 

i  5.  69 

Susquehanna  (new).  . 

540 

283 

823 

11,835 

3,  701 

31 

4.  50 

Tioga _ 

747 

522 

1,269 

22,  235 

7,  428 

33 

5.  85 

Washington _ _ 

4,  178 

1,527 

5,  705 

97,  527 

32, 173 

33 

5.64 

Wyoming  (new) _ _  ... 

181 

76 

257 

4,730 

1,511 

32 

5.88 

Total _ _ _ _ 

127,  346 

38,  925 

166,  271 

i  2, 951, 346 

'  947,  591 

32 

1  5. 70 

Rhode  Island  (4): 

Central  Falls  (city) _ 

3.  694 

435 

4, 129 

87,  501 

24, 853 

28 

6.02 

(?) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

Providence  (city) _ 

8, 378 

691 

9, 069 

185,  291 

54,  700 

30 

6.03 

Woonsocket  (city) _ 

(?) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

Total _  _ _ 

12,  072 

1,126 

13, 198 

272,  792 

79, 553 

29 

6.03 

South  Carolina  (7): 

Cherokee _ _ 

125 

248 

373 

5,  720 

2,852 

50 

7.65 

Dillon _ 

234 

4,  763 

4,997 

60.  528 

37,  838 

63 

7.  57 

Edgefield . . 

99 

546 

645 

8,976 

4,774 

53 

7.  40 

Lee  ..  _ _ 

187 

3,221 

3,  408 

40,  048 

25,  910 

65 

7.  60 

McCormick  _  __  _ 

109 

626 

735 

9,  778 

5,  452 

56 

7.  42 

Williamsburg _  ... 

448 

6, 334 

6,782 

85,  334 

49, 398 

58 

7.28 

York _ 

205 

935 

1,140 

15, 326 

8,346 

54 

7.32 

Total _  ..  ...  . 

1,407 

16, 673 

18,  080 

225,  710 

134, 570 

60 

7.44 

Tennessee  (38): 

Anderson _ _ 

576 

1,845 

2,421 

35,  065 

16,  474 

47 

6.  80 

Bledsoe _ 

210 

362 

572 

8,  762 

3,844 

44 

6.  72 

Campbell...  . . . 

65(3 

3,238 

3,894 

55. 354 

29.  032 

52 

7.46 

Cannon  ...  ... 

40 

198 

238 

3.  274 

1,546 

47 

6.50 

Chester _ _ _ 

137 

224 

361 

5,880 

2, 196 

37 

6.08 

Claiborne..  .  . 

585 

1,866 

2,  451 

34,  344 

17,  468 

51 

7. 13 

Cocke...  .  . . . 

193 

702 

955 

13, 476 

6,  968 

52 

7.30 

Dyer _  .  _ 

430 

2. 326 

2,  756 

38,  202 

19, 621 

51 

7.12 

Fayette _  _ 

119 

6,139 

6,258 

74,  267 

44,  756 

60 

7.15 

Fentress _  _ _ _ 

128 

754 

882 

12,565 

6, 199 

49 

7.03 

Grundy _  _ 

214 

435 

649 

9,  690 

4,706 

49 

7.25 

Hamilton.. . . 

2,  495 

3, 148 

5,  643 

86,  691 

34,  724 

40 

6. 15 

Hancock. 

248 

899 

1, 147 

16, 164 

8, 389 

52 

7.31 

Hardeman... . . 

250 

2,  588 

2,838 

36, 543 

18, 952 

52 

6.68 

Hardin . . . 

270 

853 

1,123 

16.  950 

7, 361 

43 

6.55 

Haywood _  _ 

237 

6,  615 

6, 852 

84,  684 

47,  663 

56 

6.96 

Henry . . .  . 

137 

243 

380 

6,  796 

2.  334 

34 

6. 14 

Knox  ....  _  ... 

1,  236 

2,  484 

3.  720 

56,  078 

25,  065 

45 

6.74 

Lake  .  .  .  ...  .... 

255 

1,449 

1.704 

20.  024 

11,  896 

59 

6.98 

Lauderdale _ 

303 

3,899 

4,202 

55,  488 

29,  596 

,53 

7.04 

Lawrence _  .  .. 

169 

428 

597 

9,  652 

3.887 

40 

6.  51 

(Macon _ 

86 

152 

238 

4. 176 

1,6.54 

40 

6.  95 

Marion _  ... 

417 

1.277 

1.694 

24,  843 

11,622 

47 

6.86 

McNairy.  .... 

370 

964 

1,334 

21,  364 

9,  487 

44 

7.11 

Meigs  . . . 

41 

104 

145 

2,  118 

988 

47 

6.  81 

Morgan . . 

185 

1,042 

1,227 

18,  878 

9,  624 

51 

7.84 

Pickett _  ... _ 

47 

221 

268 

3,  590 

1.892 

53 

7.06 

Rutherford. .  .  ______ 

263 

372 

635 

9.  353 

3,  954 

42 

6.23 

Scott  _ 

780 

2,280 

3,  060 

44,  578 

20,414 

46 

6.  67 

Sequatchie . . 

103 

155 

258 

4,364 

1,770 

41 

6.  86 

Sevier ..  ...  ...... 

104 

283 

387 

5,  876 

2,  832 

48 

7.  32 

Shelby.  _  ..  _ 

4,  040 

6,017 

10,  057 

144,  873 

56.  377 

39 

5.  61 

Smith  _  _ 

103 

295 

398 

6,  054 

2,  719 

45 

6.  83 

Sumner _ 

107 

454 

561 

8,  012 

3,944 

49 

7.03 

Tipton.  . . 

124 

4,860 

4,984 

59,  498 

36.  080 

61 

7.24 

Trousdale _  _ 

28 

124 

152 

2,456 

1, 048 

43 

6.  89 

Weakley.  ..  .  . 

128 

215 

343 

5,  744 

2,  282 

40 

6.  65 

Wilson . . 

65 

175 

240 

3,  366 

1,576 

47 

6.57 

Total.  . . 

15,  879 

59,  745 

75,  624 

1,  049,  091 

510, 940 

49 

6.76 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assistance 

Non- 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Texas  (2): 

El  Paso _ _ * . 

889 

1,670 

2,559 

$35,  323 

$17,  364 

49 

$6.  79 

Tarrant-  -  _ _ .. 

1,  504 

3, 918 

5,  422 

90,  648 

37, 155 

41 

6.85 

Total . . . . 

2, 393 

5,588 

7,981 

125,  971 

54,  519 

43 

6.83 

Utah  (17): 

Box  Elder . . . 

124 

27 

151 

2,522 

812 

32 

5.38 

Cache  _  _ _ 

180 

118 

298 

6,607 

2,301 

35 

7.72 

Carbon  ..  _ _ 

238 

53 

291 

2,856 

1,786 

30 

6. 14 

Davis _ _ 

323 

31 

354 

6,738 

2,  674 

2,396 

36 

6. 77 

Emery,  _ _ 

116 

6 

122 

750 

28 

6. 15 

Garfield _ _ _ 

95 

10 

105 

2,  010 

638 

32 

6.08 

Juab.  _  .  _ 

55 

12 

67 

1,606 

454 

28 

6. 78 

Kane _ _ 

16 

9 

25 

580 

163 

28 

6.52 

Millard _ _  . 

68 

7 

75 

1,465 

416 

28 

5.55 

Morgan _  ,  _  . 

12 

0 

12 

248 

80 

32 

6.  67 

Piute,.  _ _  , 

46 

6 

52 

1,102 

360 

33 

6.92 

Rich.  . .  . ... 

4 

2 

6 

146 

42 

29 

7.00 

Sanpete . . . 

240 

36 

276 

5,929 

1,744 

29 

6.32 

Sevier  (new) _ _ 

127 

9 

136 

3,033 

876 

29 

6.44 

Utah _ 

1,255 

109 

1,364 

26,  731 

8,928 

33 

6.  54 

Wayne  (new) _ _  ,, 

7 

0 

7 

162 

44 

27 

6.29 

Weber,.  ...  . . 

1,831 

155 

1,986 

39, 625 

12, 785 

32 

6.44 

Total _ _ 

4,737 

690 

5,327 

107, 034 

34, 573 

32 

6.49 

Vermont  (1):  St.  Albans 

welfare  district _ 

482 

1,392 

1,874 

31, 032 

9, 863 

32 

5.26 

Virginia  (7): 

Bristol  (city)..,  _ 

376 

542 

918 

13, 827 

5, 929 

43 

6. 46 

Chesapeake  (city) _ 

725 

570 

1,295 

18,231 

6, 721 

37 

5.19 

Danville  (city).  _  _. 

274 

92 

366 

6,129 

2,010 

33 

5.49 

Dickenson. _ 

578 

1,689 

2,267 

32,  082 

16,  253 

51 

7.17 

Lee _ _ _ 

847 

1,238 

2,  085 

30,  712 

14,394 

47 

6.90 

Norfolk  ...  .  . 

2,864 

1,160 

4,024 

63.  073 

21,  002 

33 

5.22 

Wise _ _  . 

434 

1,634 

2,068 

28,884 

14,  605 

51 

7.06 

Total _ 

6,098 

6,925 

13, 023 

192, 938 

80, 914 

42 

6.  21 

Washington  (23): 

>  5.  62 

Adams  (new) . . 

i  25 

i  50 

175 

i  1,452 

i  421 

>  29 

Asotin  (new) . 

140 

i  70 

1 110 

i  2,131 

>  618 

>  29 

>  5.  62 

Benton . . .  . 

1 1, 000 

i  300 

i  1,300 

i  23, 793 

>  7, 074 

>  30 

>  5.  44 

Clallam  ..  .  _ 

i  500 

1 191 

i  691 

i  14, 034 

>  4,  070 

>  29 

>  5.89 

Clark _ 

1  1,400 

i  361 

i  1,761 

1  35,  042 

>  10, 498 

>  30, 

>  5.  96 

Columbia  (new)  _ 

135 

1 15 

i  50 

1  969 

>  281 

>  29 

>  5.62 

Cowlitz  _ 

1  800 

i  341 

i  1. 141 

‘  22, 103 

>  6, 946 

>  31 

>  6.  09 

Franklin. .  .  . 

1  525 

i  109 

i  634 

1 12, 397 

>  3,719 

i  30 

>  5.  87 

Garfield  (new). 

i  7 

>  3 

1  10 

i  193 

i  56 

>  29 

>  6.  62 

Grays  Harbor _ 

1  1,300 

1  556 

1 1,856 

i  34. 517 

1  10, 300 

>  30 

>  5.  55 

Jefferson..  _ 

1  160 

1  34 

i  194 

1  3, 996 

>  1,079 

■  27 

>  5.  57 

Kitsap _ _  . 

>900 

1  157 

1  1,057 

1  21,564 

>  6,  038 

1  28 

>  5.  71 

Klickitat..  .  _ _ 

1  200 

1  58 

i  258 

1  5, 268 

>  1,  633 

>31 

>  6.  34 

Lewis _  .. 

i  775 

1344 

1  1,119 

>  23.  359 

>  7, 064 

>  30 

>  6. 31 

Lincoln  (new) .  . . 

1 15 

1  10 

1  25 

>482 

>  140 

>  29 

>  5.62 

Mason . 

1  180 

i  39 

1219 

>  4, 600 

>  1,  288 

>  28 

>  5.89 

Pacific.  _  .  _ 

i  350 

i  113 

1  463 

>  9,  764 

>  2, 734 

>  28 

>  5.  90 

Skamania _  _ _ 

1  125 

i  98 

1  223 

>  3, 248 

1  1,072 

1  8, 301 

>  33 

>4.  80 

Thurston. .  _ 

1  1.300 

>303 

1  1,  603 

>29,150 

>  28 

>  5.18 

Wahkiakum...  . . 

1  45 

i  5 

1  50 

>  1,230 

>  369 

>  30 

>7.25 

Walla  Walla  (new) . .  . 

i  200 

1  150 

>350 

>  6,  761 

>  1, 967 

>  29 

>  5. 62 

Whitman  (new) _ 

1  100 

i  50 

1  150 

>  2,  880 

>843 

i  29 

>  5.  62 

Yakima . . . 

1  5,  546 

•825 

l  6, 371 

1  122, 100 

>  34,  592 

>28 

>  5.43 

Total _ 

1  15,  528 

i  4, 182 

1 19, 710 

>  381, 393 

>  111,103 

>  29 

t  5.64 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Project  area 

Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

West  Virginia  (40): 

Barbour  (new) . . 

i  347 

1  700 

1  1,047 

$17,640 

$7, 510 

43 

1  $7.17 

Boone _ 

i  1,126 

'  2, 000 

1  3,126 

56,  322 

22, 102 

39 

1  7.07 

Braxton _ 

‘  615 

1 1,000 

1  1,615 

28,112 

11,790 

42 

‘  7.  30 

Cabell _ 

1  484 

1  1, 000 

1  1,484 

28,608 

10, 638 

37 

1  7.17 

Calhoun _ 

1311 

1  400 

1  711 

12, 096 

5, 100 

42 

1  7.17 

Clay_ - - - 

>980 

'  1,  022 

1  2,  002 

34, 398 

14, 876 

43 

1  7.  43 

Doddridge  (new) _ 

1  79 

1  150 

1  229 

3,702 

1,642 

44 

1  7.17 

Fayette . . 

i  2, 351 

1  4,  015 

1  6, 366 

109, 640 

46,  342 

42 

1  7. 28 

Gilmer  (new) _ 

>286 

>400 

1686 

11, 822 

4,  916 

42 

1  7.17 

Greenbrier.  .  . . 

1  568 

•  1, 195 

■  1,  763 

30,  094 

13, 310 

44 

17.55 

Harrison  (new) _ 

>312 

1  600 

1  912 

15, 174 

6,540 

43 

>7.17 

Jackson  (new) _ 

1312 

>600 

1912 

16, 120 

6,540 

41 

>7.17 

Kanawha _ 

i  3,  405 

1  6, 038 

1  9,  443 

163,096 

68,  842 

42 

1  7.29 

Lewis  (new) . . 

■300 

1518 

>818 

13, 392 

5,862 

44 

1  7.17 

Lincoln _ _ _ 

1 1,  753 

1  2,  284 

1  4, 037 

70,  860 

28,  986 

41 

1  7. 18 

Logan _ _ 

■  2,  365 

1  4,  027 

1  6, 392 

113, 178 

44,  490 

39 

■6.96 

Marion _ _ 

*366 

■  600 

>966 

17, 274 

6,930 

40 

>i7. 17 

Mason _ 

•223 

1500 

>723 

11,  534 

5, 182 

45 

1  7. 17 

McDowell _ _ 

i  3, 365 

■  5,  029 

1  8, 394 

147, 658 

58,  592 

40 

16.98 

Mercer _ _ _ 

i  1, 689 

1  1,  956 

i  3,  645 

66,  438 

26,  642 

40 

1  7. 31 

Mingo.  __  .  _ 

i  2, 369 

■  4, 991 

1  7, 360 

129,  684 

61,446 

40 

16.99 

Monongalia  (new)... . 

i  220 

1  400 

1620 

10,  670 

4,  448 

42 

>7.17 

Monroe _ _ 

>331 

■  501 

1832 

14,  650 

5,942 

41 

17.14 

Nicholas..  _ 

>579 

11,116 

1  1,  695 

29,  466 

12,  744 

43 

>7.52 

Pendleton  (new) . 

1  112 

>200 

1312 

5, 160 

2,  240 

43 

1  7. 17 

Pocahontas  (new) _ 

1  155 

*300 

1455 

8,024 

3,  262 

41 

17. 17 

Preston  (new) ..  _ 

1214 

■500 

1  714 

11, 972 

5,  122 

43 

1  7.17 

Putnam  (new) _ _ _ 

1  272 

1  500 

1  772 

12,  998 

5,  534 

43 

17. 17 

Raleigh  . . . 

1  1, 965 

1  3,  069 

1  5,  034 

89,  694 

36,  496 

40 

1  7. 25 

Randolph  (new) _ 

1  343 

1900 

1  1,  243 

22,  248 

8,914 

40 

1  7.17 

Roane  (new) . . 

1325 

1  754 

1  1,  079 

18,  268 

7,738 

42 

1  7.17 

Summers _ _ 

1  785 

1  1,  270 

1  2,  065 

35,  608 

15, 332 

43 

|l|7.  46 

Taylor  (new) . 

1  150 

‘248 

1398 

6,836 

2,852 

42 

11,7. 16 

Tucker  (new) _ 

175 

1  127 

>202 

3,444 

1,444 

42 

1  7.  16 

Upshur  (new) _ _ 

Wayne . . .  __ 

1353 

1  500 

>853 

14,  964 

6, 106 

41 

1  7. 16 

1  2, 264 

1  3,  000 

1  5, 264 

93,  008 

37,  748 

41 

1  7.  17 

Webster. .  . . 

1  759 

1  1,  000 

1  1,  759 

31,  588 

12,  856 

41 

1  7.  31 

Wirt  (new) .  . 

1  75 

1  110 

1  185 

3,  020 

1,326 

44 

1  7.16 

Wood  (new) _  .  . 

1356 

1  500 

1  856 

14, 140 

6,132 

43 

1  7.16 

Wyoming _ _ _ 

1  1,  409 

1  2, 000 

1  3, 409 

58,  522 

24, 410 

42 

1  7. 16 

TotaL. . . 

1  34,348 

1  56,020 

>90,368 

1,581,122 

648,924 

41 

1  7.18 

Wisconsin  (16): 

Burnett . .  ... 

140 

96 

236 

4,  429 

1,344 

30 

5.  69 

Crawford _ _  _ 

182 

265 

447 

7,969 

2,  653 

33 

5.94 

Douglas . . 

790 

885 

1,675 

29,  707 

9,837 

33 

5.  87 

Dunn  ..  . 

188 

203 

391 

7, 290 

2,  431 

33 

6.22 

Grant  .  _ _ _ _ 

287 

169 

456 

8,  710 

2,  586 

30 

5.  67 

Iron . . . ... 

52 

124 

176 

3,  508 

982 

28 

5.58 

Lafayette . . 

75 

131 

206 

3,  301 

1,063 

32 

5.16 

Langlade . . . 

189 

596 

785 

13,  914 

4,468 

32 

5.  69 

Milwaukee... . 

11,664 

2, 817 

14,  481 

247,170 

73,  984 

30 

5.11 

Pepin  .  . . 

129 

55 

184 

3,300 

926 

28 

5.03 

Pierce . . . 

101 

112 

213 

3. 650 

1,087 

30 

5.10 

Price _  ...  .  .. 

136 

509 

645 

11,612 

4,  055 

35 

6.29 

Rusk _  _ _ 

225 

357 

582 

10, 175 

3,  267 

32 

5.  61 

St.  Croix _  ...... 

58 

102 

160 

2,  652 

816 

31 

5.10 

Vernon _ 

180 

193 

373 

6,720 

2,263 

34 

6.  07 

Waukesha . . . . 

580 

180 

760 

12,806 

3,904 

30 

5. 14 

Total. . . . 

14,  976 

6,794 

21,770 

376, 913 

115, 666 

31 

5. 31 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service — Participation 
and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  January  1967 — Continued 


[Food  stamp  program] 


Participation  (number  of 
persons) 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assistance 

Non¬ 

public 

assistance 

Total 

Total 

value 

Bonus 

value 

Bonus 
of  total 
(per¬ 
cent) 

Aver¬ 

age 

bonus 

per 

person 

Wyoming  (23): 

Albany  (new). _ 

107 

123 

230 

$4,  056 

$1,298 

32 

$5.  64 

Big  Horn . . . 

201 

293 

497 

8,880 

3,154 

36 

6.  35 

Campbell  _  ... 

73 

22 

95 

1,555 

582 

37 

6.  13 

Carbon _ 

385 

235 

620 

11,767 

4,  553 

39 

7.34 

Converse _ _ 

75 

60 

135 

2,194 

851 

39 

6.  30 

Crook.  _ 

13 

11 

24 

432 

154 

36 

6.42 

Fremont _ 

150 

159 

309 

5,669 

1,919 

34 

6.21 

Goshen..  _ 

220 

85 

305 

6,  016 

1,  776 

30 

5.  82 

Hot  Springs _ _ 

73 

35 

108 

2, 349 

783 

33 

7. 25 

Johnson _ 

47 

25 

72 

1,287 

409 

32 

5.68 

Laramie  (new) . . 

557 

266 

823 

14,019 

5,  219 

37 

6.34 

Lincoln _  _ 

33 

13 

46 

1,010 

274 

27 

5.96 

Natrona . . . 

726 

521 

1,247 

22,  350 

8,418 

38 

6.75 

Niobrara... _ ...  .  . 

31 

30 

61 

1,196 

339 

28 

5. 56 

Park...  .  . 

221 

94 

315 

5,090 

1,679 

33 

5. 33 

Platte  (new) _ ... 

80 

60 

140 

2,637 

778 

30 

5.  56 

Sheridan..  _ 

413 

102 

515 

10,  362 

3,227 

31 

6.27 

.Sublette _ _ _ _ 

18 

21 

39 

740 

238 

32 

6. 10 

Sweetwater . 

261 

143 

404 

6,984 

2,554 

37 

6.32 

Teton _  _  ..... 

18 

0 

18 

384 

104 

27 

5.78 

Uinta. _ _ _ 

26 

6 

32 

772 

200 

26 

6.  25 

Washakie _ 

141 

84 

225 

3, 924 

1,301 

33 

5.78 

Weston _ 

29 

99 

128 

2, 189 

928 

42 

7. 25 

Total _ _ 

3, 901 

2,487 

6, 388 

115, 862 

40, 738 

35 

6.38 

Grand  total  (589) . . 

i  857, 419 

>  581,376 

>  1, 438, 795 

1 24, 401, 541 

i  8, 811, 751 

>36 

i  6. 12 

1  Estimated. 

2  Combined  with  Central  Falls. 


Table  I. — Food  stamp  program — Selected  program  statistics  for  specified  months 


For  the  month  of— 


Item 

A-ugust 

January 

June  1967 

1964 

June  1965 

June  1966 

1967  (pre- 

(projec- 

liminary) 

tion) 

Number  of  States  ...  _ _ 

22 

29 

>  41 

i  42 

i  43 

Number  of  areas  __  __  _  _  _  _ 

43 

110 

324 

589 

875 

Number  of  participants  _  .  ... 

350, 550 
13, 300 
700 

632, 687 
18,  000 
1,000 

1,  218, 399 
42,  200 
1,500 

1, 439, 000 
51, 900 
1,700 

2, 000, 000 
88, 000 
2, 000 

Number  of  retail  food  stores. .  _  _ _ . 

Number  of  wholesale  food  stores.  .. 

Monthly  value  of  coupons  issued: 

Total  coupons.  .  _ _ _ ....  . 

$5,  865, 057 
$2, 235, 405 
38 

$10, 639,  497 
$3, 988, 717 
37 

$20, 577, 786 
$7, 398, 372 
36 

$24,  402,  000 
$8, 812,  000 
36 

$34,  000,  000 
$12,  240,  000 
36 

Bonus  coupons . . . 

Percent  of  bonus  coupons _ _ 

Bonus  coupons  per  person _ 

$6. 38 

$6. 30 

$6. 07 

$6. 12 

$6. 12 

1  Includes  the  District  of  Columbia. 


The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you  for 
bringing  us  this  discussion  of  the  two  features  of  our  nutrition 
program. 

If  there  are  questions  of  the  Secretary,  we  will  hear  them.  Are 
there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Kleppe  ? 
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Mr.  Ivleppe.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  question  is  as  to  the  radio  spot  and 
TV  announcements  on  the  food  stamp  programs  and  on  many  other 
programs.  Are  funds  from  the  food  stamp  program  being  used  to 
pay  for  these  radio  and  TV  spot  announcements,  or  are  they  also  a 
public  service  announcement? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  would  defer  to  Mr.  Davis  in  connection  with 
that.  I,  frankly,  do  not  know. 

Do  you  know  anything  about  that  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Kleppe.  I  have  been  thinking  about  this  for  some  time. 

Why  do  we  have  to  spend  money  out  of  the  program  to  advertise  it? 

It  is  such  a  good  program. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  do  not  spend  1  cent  for  that,  Congressman  Kleppe. 
That  is  all  public  service.  Those  are  all  public  service  announcements 
paid  for  by  the  station. 

Mr.  Kleppe.  This  is  true  in  all  cases  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  do  provide  the  materials  which  they  use  which  have 
a  nominal  cost — the  slides  and  some  of  the  information. 

Mr.  Ivleppe.  We  thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  McMillan? 

Mr.  McMillan.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  had  a  number  of  letters  from 
several  counties  in  my  district  that  have  food  stamp  programs,  and 
they  are  very  much  excited  over  the  fact  that  someone  has  stated  that 
the  food  stamp  program  would  be  ended  in  those  counties  this  year. 
Do  you  have  any  information  on  this  subject  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir;  however,  we  are  subject  to  the  will  of 
the  Congress  and  adequate  appropriations,  but  there  is  no  plan  on  our 
part  to  cut  back  this  program  at  all,  but  rather  to  meet  the  need  which 
continues. 

I  would  guess,  Mr.  McMillan,  that  that  is  a  local  question,  because 
this  program  continues  at  the  option  of  the  local  people,  and  if  they 
do  not  provide  the  services  to  certify  these  people  who  are  then  entitled 
to  it,  of  course,  there  would  not  be  a  program  in  that  particular  area. 

Mr.  McMillan.  This  program  has  proved  very  satisfactory  in  my 
district. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be  eliminated,  unless  we  pass  this  bill,  will 
it  not  ? 

Secretary  F reeman.  Yes,  sir.  I  said  that  a  moment  ago. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  wdiat  we  are  talking  about. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  could  be  what  they  are  talking  about; 
yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Brasco. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Mr.  Secretary,  being  from  a  city,  certainly,  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  the  two  programs  you  have  outlined,  but  I  want  to 
ask  a  question,  and  it  may  be  that  it  is  a  naive  one,  with  respect  to  my 
colleagues  here,  because  I  cannot  say  that  I  can  claim  expertise  in 
the  area  of  agriculture,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  we  pay  x  amount  of 
dollars  in  subsidies  to  our  farmers,  and  we  wind  up  with  all  types  of 
agriculture  surpluses ;  is  that  correct,  as  the  result  of  that  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Brasco.  It  is  not  ? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  I  would  say  that  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Do  we  have  agricultural  surpluses? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Brasco.  W e  do  not  ? 

Secretary  F reeman.  N ot  today,  no. 

Mr.  Br  asco.  When  you  came  in  here  with  members  of  your  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  asked  for  food  for  India,  is  that  food  coming  out  of  the  sur¬ 
pluses  or  not  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  This  is  coming  out  of  what  we  would 
call  a  reserve  stock  that  we  have  which  is  carried  over  to  protect  the 
people  of  this  country.  There  is  a  certain  margin  for  use  in  our  pro¬ 
grams,  for  people  everywhere  around  the  world,  and  in  our  food-for- 
peace  program,  and  the  like. 

Mr.  Brasco.  My  question  is  this:  If  we  can  afford  to  give  this  type 
of  aid  to  India,  cannot  we  afford  to  use  this  type  of  reserve  here  in 
the  United  States  for  our  own  people  who  are  living  in  substandard 
conditions  or  under  subnutritional  conditions  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Indeed,  we  can,  and  I  urgently  hope  that  we 
shall. 

Mr.  Brasco.  May  I  ask  you  this  question  :  What  part  of  this  reserve, 
this  surplus,  is  going  to  be  placed  in  this  food  stamp  program  or  the 
child  nutrition  program  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Neither  of  these  programs  would  be  related  to 
any  particular  kind  of  commodity.  They  are  all  related,  and  accom¬ 
plish  dual  objectives:  (1)  To  get  food  to  people  who  need  it,  nutri¬ 
tionally  adequate  food,  and  (2)  to  build  up  the  demand  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  that,  we  are  capable  of  making.  So,  we  have  a  dual  goal  here. 

Mr.  Brasco.  I  know  that  you  have  the  two  goals.  But  the  question 
is:  Basically,  how  much  of  this  do  we  use.  at  home,  of  our  surpluses,  as 
opposed  to  what  is  sent  abroad?  That  is  what  I  am  interested  in 
finding  out. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Let.  me  add  to  that,  in  this  way,  in  rough  num¬ 
bers:  The  appropriation  of  our  food-for-freedom  program  for  use 
around  the  world  is  approximately  $1,750  million.  The  appropriation 
for  our  program  here  at  home,  the  school  lunch  program,  the  school 
milk  program,  direct,  distribution,  the  food  stamp  program  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $600,000,  so  we  have  a  ratio  of  about  3  to  1 — we  spend  about 
three  times  for  food  around  the  world  as  we  use  for  concessional  pur¬ 
poses  here  at  home. 

Does  that  answer  the  question  ? 

Mr.  Brasco.  Yes. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  we  are  continually  moving  to  do  a  better 
job  of  making  our  food  abundance  available  at  home. 

Witness  the  report  here  today  as  to  how  this  program  that  is  now 
before  you  has  so  successfully  reached  out  to  involve  more  and  more 
Americans. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Not  to  belabor  this  point,  Mr.  Secretary,  but  this  bill, 
as  I  have  said,  is  aid  that  is  necessary,  calls  for  the  expenditure  of 
more  funds  with  respect  to  the  program ;  is  that  correct  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Correct ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Brasco.  The  surplus  we  have  represents  an  item  that  has  al¬ 
ready  been  paid  for — well,  it  is  a  surplus,  and  there  is  no  cost,  in  the 
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distribution  of  that  type  of  surplus.  My  question  is :  Should  we  not 
distribute  more  of  that  which  does  not  represent  any  further  costs  in 
the  prog-ram  on  the  American  people,  rather  than  getting  into  pro¬ 
grams  which  cost  more  money  and  represent  a  further  burden  on  the 
public.  That  is,  basically,  what  my  question  is.  Obviously,  if  we 
can  afford  to  send  it  overseas - 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  answer  is  that  what  you  are  really  saying 
now  is  that  we  should  have  a  direct  distribution  program  instead  of 
having  the  food  stamp  program,  because,  presumably,  we  have  sur¬ 
pluses  that  we  do  distribute  physically  through  direct  distribution. 
I  thing  that  is  what  you  are  saying. 

The  answer  is  that  that  program  does  not  adequately  meet  the 
nutritional  needs  of  the  people.  It  is  not  nearly  as  effective  a  pro¬ 
gram  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the  recipients  in  terms  of  assisting  the 
local  communities.  And  we  will  use  more  of  our  actual  potential 
surplus  through  the  medium  of  the  food  stamp  program,  because  such 
things  as  dairy  and  meats  and  more  nutritional  items,  particularly 
those  that  are  animal  products  that  consume  lai’ger  quantities  of  actual 
potential  grain  surpluses,  will  be  used. 

The  question  is  rather  academic  today,  because  we  do  not  have  any 
surpluses.  What  we  have  today  is  a  certain  margin  that  we  can  use. 
We  continue  the  direct-distribution  programs.  But  in  this  respect, 
we  no  longer  have  burdensome  surpluses  with  which  to  contend ;  and, 
therefore,  we  move,  very  logically  I  think,  in  the  direction  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  accomplish  the  nutritional  goals  and  at  the  same  time 
have  the  good  result  of  economic  expansion  as  well. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Secretary,  what  is  the  criteria,  if  any,  laid 
down  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  to  who  should  receive  the 
food  stamps  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  criteria  is  established,  not  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  but  by  the  local  welfare  authorities,  and  it  is 
entitlement  under  the  terms  of  the  assistance  program,  the  joint  Fed¬ 
eral-State  public  assistance  program. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  know  that,  but  the  criteria  which  they  establish 
must  be  approved  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  of  course. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  All  right.  Do  you  have  a  generally  established  set 
of  rules  that  the  members  of  the  committee  might  examine  to  deter¬ 
mine  just  what  sort  of  criteria  the  Department  approves,  or  do  you 
have  any  guidelines  or  limitations  as  to  who  can  or  who  cannot  get 
stamps. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Do  you  want  to  respond  to  that  in  more  detail  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Generally  speaking,  what  the  Secretary  has  just  said, 
is  that  the  main  requirement  is  contained  in  our  regulations  and  that 
is,  in  developing  eligibility  requirements,  the  States  must  follow  gen¬ 
erally,  the  principles  which  they  follow  for  their  own  public  assistance 
programs. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  dislike  to  interrupt  you,  but  you  do  not  limit 
stamps  to  those  who  receive  public  assistance.  These  stamps  will  not 
only  go  to  people  who  receive  public  welfare  and  public  assistance,  as 
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we  call  it,  they  go  to  people  who  are  not  eligible  to  receive  public 
welfare  and  public  assistance. 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir.  These  standards  that  we  will  accept  from  the 
States  for  the  eligibility  of  these  nonpublic  welfare  families  must 
follow,  generally,  the  same  standards  as  are  used  for  the  welfare 
recipients. 

Mr.  Abernethv.  No,  no. 

Mr.  Davis.  In  other  words - 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  No,  no. 

Mr.  Davis.  As  far  as  income  is  concerned.  There  are  additional 
requirements. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Wait  just  a  minute.  Wait  just  a  minute. 

When  it  is  determined  by  a  welfare  officer  that  the  income  of  the 
family  is  x  number  of  dollars,  that,  of  itself,  does  not  determine  the 
quantity  of  stamps  that  that  family  receives,  because  there  are  people, 
numbers  of  them,  thousands  of  them,  who  receive  stamps  who  have  in¬ 
comes  over  and  above  the  income  which  makes  them  eligible  for  wel¬ 
fare  service;  that  is  right,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Davis.  Those  families  would  not  be  eligible  for  the  food  stamp 
program. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  There  are  people  over  and  above  the  welfare  level 
who  should  be  receiving  stamps  to  improve  their  health,  you  have 
argued. 

Mr.  Davis.  Not  as  far  as  income  is  concerned.  There  are  many 
places  where  families  have  an  employable  person  who,  regardless  of 
their  income,  are  not  eligible  for  public  assistance,  unless  they  come 
under  the  aid  for  dependent  children  and  the  aid  for  the  aged. 

Those  particular  categories  are  not  eligible  for  public  assistance. 

This  group,  by  an  large,  in  addition  to  the  welfare  family  to  whom 
we  make  the  food  stamp  program  available,  their  eligibility,  so  far  as 
income  is  concerned,  is  generally  pretty  close  to  the  income  that  a 
family  can  have  and  still  get  public  assistance. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  If  I  understand  what  you  are  saying  now — I  do 
not  know  whether  I  do  or  not — you  are  saying  to  me  that  there  are 
people  who  are  eligible  to  receive  food  stamps  who  are  not  eligible 
to  receive  public  welfare? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  All  right.  What  is  the  ceiling? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  ceiling  is  on  your  income.  And  it  is  about  at  the 
level  of  the  income  that  is  used  for  public  assistance,  but  this  group 
is  not  eligible  for  public  assistance  because  they  are  not  aged,  because 
they  are  not  disabled,  or  because  they  are  not  blind,  or  because  they 
are  a  family  not  eligible  for  aid  to  dependent  children  because  they 
have  some  employable  person  in  the  family. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  All  right. 

Do  you  not  have  regulations  establishing  guidelines  and  levels  of 
income  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  And  things  of  that  kind  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have. 


77-023—67 


3 


30 


EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  19  64 


Mr.  Abernethy.  To  guide  the  people  back  in  the  States  in  de¬ 
termining  whether  or  not  the  Federal  Government  will  put  up  the 
food  stamps  which  is  money — it  is  not  really  stamps — in  determining 
whether  the  Government  will  put  up  the  money  for  that  family  to 
purchase  part  of  its  food;  you  have  guidelines  for  that? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  we  have  regulations.  And  we  also  have  indi¬ 
vidual  plans  of  operation  for  each  State  in  which  these  guidelines  for 
that  particular  State  are  outlined  more  specifically. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Then,  the  guidelines  are  not  uniform — it  depends 
upon  the  communities,  the  income  of  the  particular  area,  things  of 
that  kind? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir.  Generally,  the  plan  of  operation  is  tailored 
to  the  particular  situation  in  a  particular  State  and  their  own  partic¬ 
ular  administration  and  guidelines  for  their  own  public  assistance 
programs.  It  does  vary  among  the  States. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  do  publish  some  limited  form  of  guideline, 
I  imagine? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  those  could  be  made 
available  to  the  members  of  the  committee.  I  am  sure  that  the  De¬ 
partment  can  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  do  not  mean  at  the  moment,  but  at  a  later  time 
when  convenient. 

Secretary  Freeman.  We  will,  sir,  do  that.  Let  me  see  if  I  can 
clarify  that  a  little  bit.  We  will  be  glad  to  submit  the  guidelines 
for  the  record. 

(The  guidelines  referred  to  follow:) 

Guidelines  for  Determining  Eligibility  of  Households  as  Contained  in 
Section  1601.3  of  the  Regulations  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program 

1601.3  HOUSEHOLD  ELIGIBILITY 

(®)  Eligibility  for  and  participation  in  the  Program  shall  be  on  a  household 
basis. 

(b)  Households  in  which  all  members  thereof  are  recipients  of  welfare  assist¬ 
ance  under  (1)  federally  aided  public  assistance  programs,  or  (2)  State  or  local 
general  assistance  programs  applying  the  criteria  of  need  which  are  the  same  as, 
or  similar  to,  those  applied  under  any  such  federally  aided  programs,  shall  be 
determined  to  he  low-income  households  and,  therefore,  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  Program  while  receiving  such  benefits. 

(c)  Other  households,  including  those  in  which  some  members  are  recipients 
of  the  types  of  assistance  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section,  shall  be 
determined  to  be  low-income  households  and,  therefore,  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  Program  if  the  economic  status  of  the  members  who  are  not  recipients  of 
welfare  assistance  meet  the  standards  of  eligibility  established  in  accordance 
with  §  1601.1(f). 

(d)  Any  other  households  meeting  criteria  of  eligibility  specifically  approved 
by  C&MS  may  be  determined  to  be  low-income  households  and,  therefore,  eligible 
to  participate  in  the  Program  while  meeting  such  criteria. 

The  income  eligibility  standards  established  in  State  plans  approved  under 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  are  as  follows  : 


Eligibility  standards  far  nonassistance  households 
[Standards  in  State  plans  approved  under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964] 1 
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1  This  table  lists  standards  in  State  plans  approved  as  of  July  15,  1966.  As  additional  4  For  households  containing  both  public  assistance  recipients  and  nonrecipients,  eligi- 

plans  are  approved,  supplements  will  be  issued.  bility  is  based  on  the  income  and  resources  of  the  nonassistance  members  only.  Other 

2  The  States  indicated  also  have  limitations  on  other  resources  such  as  real  estate,  States  base  eligibility  on  the  total  income  and  resources  of  all  members, 

automobiles,  etc.  1  Applied  to  both  public  assistance  and  nonpublic  assistance  households. 

2  Rent  up  to  maximum  of  $75  is  also  allowed.  6  Household  eligible  if  a  budget  deficit  exists. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  Let  me  put  it  this  way,  which  might  be  a  little 
clearer: 

No.  1,  if  the  public  certification  is  made  by  the  local  welfare  author¬ 
ity  which  they  apply  generally,  why,  that  person  is  clearly  entitled. 

No.  2,  there  is  an  area  where  there  are  other  reasons  that  disqualify 
a  person  for  relief  assistance  other  than  the  matter  of  income.  They 
are  below  the  income  level.  This  gets  into  whether  you  have  someone 
in  the  house  or  not  that  should  be  employed.  This  gets  into  that  aid  to 
dependent  children  problem.  And  in  this  instance,  although  there 
cannot  be  a  direct  payment  of  funds  under  these  programs,  food  can 
be  made  available,  not  to  let  them  starve ;  and 

No.  3,  there  are  a  few  cases,  and  this  is  a  flexible  standard,  where  in 
some  areas  they  may  not  be  able  to  qualify  in  terms  of  their  relief  and 
the  amount  of  money  that  they  have  coming  in,  nonetheless,  because 
they  have  a  little  bit  more,  they  are  a  little  more  lenient  in  a  number 
of  places  in  cooperation  with  the  local  people  in  regard  to  making  food 
available  than  they  would  be  under  Federal  standards,  generally,  in 
regard  to  making  money  available. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  May  I  ask  this  further  question,  then,  Mr.  Secre¬ 
tary?  I  started  to  use  the  word  “imposed,”  but  I  hesitate  to  do  so. 
You  require — instead  of  “imposing” — the  county  or  the  municipality 
to  become  eligible  for  the  distribution  of  these  stamps  to  assume  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  the  cost  of  managing  the  program  in  this  particular 
locality.  How  do  you  arrive  at  that  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  we  merely  have  them  accomplish  the  end 
result.  In  other  words,  we  require - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  They  provide  all  of  the  cost  of  the  administration ; 
is  that  it? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  fact,  that  is  right.  They  administer  it.  In 
certifying  the  people,  in  distributing  the  stamps  to  the  people.  We 
participate  by  way  of  reviewing  or  more  or  less  keeping  surveillance 
over  the  retail  outlets. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  did  the  administration  cost  last  year 
throughout  the  United  States  for  these  programs  ? 

I  am  now  speaking  of  the  Federal,  State  and  municipal  cost;  the 
entire  cost  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  entire  cost? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  am  not  speaking  of  the  cost  of  the  stamps  but 
the  cost  of  the  administration  of  the  program. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Can  we  give  you  that,  figure  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  would  like  to  have  some  estimate  of  it  here  this 
morning,  if  you  can  get  it. 

Miss  Kelley.  We  can  give  the  Federal.  We  do  not  require - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  do  not  know  how  much  the  cost  is  then? 

Miss  Kelley.  We  do  not  have  that,  kind  of  detailed  report. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  do  not  have  it  in  the  Department? 

Miss  Kelley.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Then,  the  Department  does  not  know  what  per¬ 
centage  of  public  cost  there  is  as  related  to  the  distribution — that  is, 
as  related  to  the  “per  dollar”  worth  of  stamps.  You  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  5  percent  or  10  percent  or  20  percent  or  50  percent? 

Miss  Kelley.  We  do  not  require  detailed  reports.  We  have  some 
limited  information  from  some  localities  that  have  provided  this  to 
us. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  I  know  of  some  countries  that  have  been  com¬ 
plaining  about  the  cost.  They  have  been  reluctant  to  move  into  the 
program,  because  of  the  cost. 

I  understand  that  it  is  because  of  the  cost  resulting  from  the  guide¬ 
lines  that  were  laid  down  by  the  Department,  in  order  to  qualify  for 
the  program. 

I  think  that  when  we  have  a  program  of  this  kind,  and  I  am  sure 
that  you  do  too,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  the  public  ought  to  know  what 
it  is  costing  and  that  the  Federal  cost  is  not  the  entire  cost.  It  costs 
the  State,  it  costs  the  county,  it  costs  the  Federal  Government,  too.  I 
do  not  know  how  much  benefit  we  are  getting  out  of  this ;  I  am  sure 
that  we  are  getting  some;  but  I  would  like  to  be  able  to  tell  my  people, 
because  I  have  had  people  ask  me  and  I  have  had  to  say  I  did  not 
know  but  that  I  would  try  to  find  out.  That  is  the  reason  I  am  asking 
these  questions. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  is  a  very  useful  question. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think  so. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  useful  information. 

(The  information  requested  was  supplied  as  follows:) 

FEDERAL  administrative  costs 

For  the  fiscal  year  1967.  a  total  of  $6,000,000  is  available  for  Federal  adminis¬ 
trative  costs.  By  June  30,  1967,  the  program  is  scheduled  to  be  in  operation 
in  875  areas.  At  that  time,  the  number  of  persons  employed  for  administering  the 
program  is  expected  to  be  831,  less  than  one  employee  per  operating  area. 

state  and  local  administrative  costs 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  does  not  have  detailed  data  on  the  costs  in¬ 
curred  by  States  and  localities  in  administering  the  program.  Based  upon 
available  data  for  a  limited  number  of  areas,  it  appears  that  some  of  the  very 
smallest  areas  are  able  to  utilize  existing  staffs  and  facilities  to  minimize  addi¬ 
tional  out-of-pocket  costs.  In  a  medium-sized  area,  sticli  costs  may  range  be¬ 
tween  $3  to  $5  per  person  per  year.  In  the  large  metropolitan  areas,  such 
per-person  costs  probably  would  be  higher — reflecting,  in  part,  higher  salary 
cost.  Based  upon  these  data,  together  with  information  on  the  charges  paid  in 
those  areas  where  banks  issue  the  coupons,  it  is  estimated  that  such  State  and 
local  costs  would  be  about  $5,000,000  in  fiscal  1967. 

Secretary  Freeman.  May  I  make  it  very  clear  that  administration  of 
the  food  stamp  program  is  fairly  costly.  The  law  as  set  down  by  the 
Congress  required,  for  example,  the  use  of  career  and  professional 
services  in  certification.  Congress  made  it  clear  that  they  wanted  to 
avoid  and  prevent  some  of  the  waste,  some  of  the  leakage,  some  of  the 
difficulties  that  we  had  with  direct  distribution,  but  this  is  no  more 
costly  than  it  is  to  run  a  relief  program  and  have  to  certify  people  for 
relief  anyway. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  When  you  say  “it  requires  professional  and  career 
people,”  what  do  you  have  reference  to,  what  kind  of  career  and  what 
sort  of  professional  people? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  depends  upon  the  standards  that  they 
follow  in  the  State,  generally,  in  the  certification  of  people  for  their 
own  relief  programs.  In  other  words,  if  that  county  is  going  to  pay 
out  dollars  to  certify  someone  to  receive  relief,  which  most  counties  of 
the  United  States  do,  the  same  standards  that  they  use  to  decide  who  is 
entitled  to  the  relief,  the  same  level  of  trained  personnel  that  they  use 
for  their  own  money  expenditures,  we  expect  them  to  use  those  for  the 
Federal  money  expenditure. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  But  this  is,  generally,  welfare  personnel,  is  it  not? 

Secretary  F reeman.  Generally,  welfare  personnel. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  People  who  go  out  and  interview  the  prospective 
clients — I  guess  you  call  them  clients. 

Secretary  F reeman.  That  is  correct. 

Air.  Abernethy.  And  then  by  some  method  they  have  established,  to 
determine  whether  or  not  this  person  will  be  eligible  or  that  this  one 
will  not  be  eligible. 

Does  this  bill  make  the  program  a  permanent  program  of  the 
Government  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  a  permanent  authorization,  yes,  sir. 

Air.  Abernethy.  A  permanent  authorization  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  It  is  from  now  on. 

How  much  did  it  cost  last  year  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  current  fiscal  year,  we  estimate  it  will  run  about 
$125  million.  The  last  fiscal  it  was  about  $70  million. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  an  advance  of  about  60  or  70  percent.  What 
did  it  cost  the  previous  year  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Around  $35  million. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  About  $35  million.  What  was  it  the  year  before 
that?  No,  that  covers  it.  $35  million,  and  then  $70.  You  have  3  years 
on  this  program. 

Mr.  Davis.  This  is  the  third  year. 

Mr.  Abernethy  We  are  on  the  third  year  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is,  F ederal  money  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  for  the  administration  of  the  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  I  assume  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  the  total  cost,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  second  year,  it  was  $70  million,  the  third 
year  it  was  $125  million,  almost  doubled.  What  will  it  be  the  next 
year? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  are  requesting  an  appropriation  of  $195  million  for 
fiscal  year  1968. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  are  you  requesting  for  1969  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  really  do  not  know,  but  it  will  depend  upon 
how  many  counties  and  how  many  cities  around  the  United  States 
want  the  program. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  All  right. 

How  many  counties  are  there  in  the  United  States  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Roughly,  3,000. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Flow  many  are  now  qualified  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  will  be  roughly,  we  think,  at  the  end  of 
this  fiscal  year,  about  1,000 — actually  about  870. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  And  there  are  three  times  as  many  counties. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  a  horseback  number,  but  it  is  fairly 
close  to  that  figure. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  am  trying  to  get  more  than  horseback  informa¬ 
tion.  We  have  1,000  counties  now. 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  are  three  thousand  and  one  or  two  hun¬ 
dred  counties. 


36 


EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  19  64 


Mr.  Abernethy.  It  lias  grown  substantially.  I  think  that  we  can 
anticipate  that  it  will  be  more. 

I  have  one  or  two  other  questions,  if  you  will  allow  me. 

The  Chairman.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think  that  we  should  have  these  answers  or  in¬ 
formation  in  the  record. 

This  committee,  as  I  understand  it,  got  jurisdiction  of  this  matter 
because  it  was  brought  to  us  as  a  means  of  disposing  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  which  Mr.  Brasco  referred  to  a  moment  ago.  Otherwise, 
I  guess  that  the  jurisdiction  would  be  in  another  committee,  just  as 
the  school-lunch  program  is.  But  that  is  the  way  that  it  came  to  us. 

Secretary  Freeman.  You  mean  the  school-lunch  program  is  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  another  committee? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes,  sir. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  It  was  moved  to  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor — the  school-lunch  program  is  under  (he  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  we  are  talking  about  the  Child  Nu¬ 
trition  Act  and  the  school-lunch  program — excuse  me. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Anyhow,  we  had  it  come  to  this  committee,  as  a 
means  of  disposing  of  surplus  commodities.  There  was  a  need  to 
handle  these  commodities,  to  distribute  them,  and  at  the  same  time 
there  were  a  tremendous  number  of  counties  where  people  were  selling 
groceries,  and  so  forth,  and  in  giving  away  these  commodities,  it 
limited  them  in  their  business,  so  that  this  program  affected  the 
wholesale  and  retail  grocer. 

Do  I  understand  now  from  your  answer  to  Mr.  Brasco  that  there 
are  no  more,  surplus  commodities,  so  that  the  program  now  is  purely 
on  the  basis  of  seeing  to  it  that  our  people  have  a  good  balanced 
diet,  or  a  move  in  that  direction? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No — I  have  to  say  “Yes”  and  “No,”  and  then 
to  ask  permission  to  explain  what  seems  to  be  a  conflicting  answer. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  All  right.  That  is  permissible. 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  1,  we  do  not  have  the  surpluses,  the  very 
heavy  depressing  surpluses  that  we  had  at  one  time,  of  which  you  are 
aware. 

We  do  have,  however,  a  very  considerable  overproduction  capacity 
remaining  in  American  agriculture. 

The  amount  of  carryover  that  we  have  from  time  to  time  will  vary, 
according  to  production,  which  we  are  all  aware  of.  We  may  have 
400  million  bushels  of  wheat  at  the  end  of  the  crop  year;  we  may 
have  300  million  bushels  of  wheat  at  the  crop  year,  going  into  the 
next  year,  depending  on  whether  it  rains  within  the  next  few  weeks, 
which  will  make  a  difference  of  100  million  bushels  of  wheat.  It  will 
mean  we  are  going  to  have  more  or  less  wheat  to  use,  let  us  say, 
in  the  direct  distribution  program,  and  we  will  have  more  or  less  to 
use  in  the  world  program. 

So  that  this  is  going  to  vary.  Sometimes  we  have  more  and  some¬ 
times  we  have  less.  We  are  well  aware  of  this. 

We  have  more  to  go  out  through  these  direct  distributions  that  go 
around  the  world,  sufficient  to  protect  ourselves  with  adequate  re¬ 
serves.  That  is  one  side  of  the  coin. 
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That  is  why  I  say  that  it  does  not  lend  itself  to  any  black  and  white 
criteria. 

At  the  same  time,  we  have  a  significant  overproduction  capacity. 

We  can  produce  a  lot  more  hogs  and  poultry;  we  can  produce  a 
lot  more  corn — a  lot  more  of  a  number  of  things.  In  this  respect,  we 
want  to  produce  more;  we  want  to  use  our  productive  plant;  we  want 
our  farmers  to  produce;  we  want  them  to  make  money.  We  want 
our  economy  to  be  healthy.  We  want  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  people 
for  food. 

And  in  this  respect  now,  we  are  calling  on  more  and  more  of  that 
unused  capacity  to  the  extent  that  we  are  here  at  home  meeting  the 
needs  of  our  people,  including  those  who  need  more  food,  because  they 
cannot  afford  to  pay  for  it.  And  to  this  extent,  then,  this  food  stamp 
program  is  directly  related.  It  actually  increases  our  domestic  de¬ 
mand;  it  helps  our  farmers;  it  uses  more  of  our  surplus  capacity 
than  the  direct  distribution  program  could,  because  we  are  going  to 
use  a  lot  more  grain.  That  is  our  No.  1  capacity  potential.  If  we 
put  that  grain  into  an  animal  and  get  some  kind  of  meat;  if  we  put 
it  through  an  animal  and  get  some  more  milk— we  are,  also,  going 
to  use  some  capacity,  if  we  add  fruits  and  vegetables,  and  other  things, 
that  they  ought  to  have  as  a  part  of  their  diet. 

That  is  a  very  long-winded  ‘‘yes-and-no”  answer,  but  I  am  trying 
to  lay  this  down  to  show  you  the  two  sides  of  it.  And  it  does  not  lend 
itself  to  precise  calculation.  But,  the  more  that  we  move  our  agricul¬ 
tural  abundance  and  our  production  capacity  into  use  in  meeting  the 
needs  of  the  American  people,  in  my  best  judgment,  why,  we  are  con¬ 
tributing  enormously  to  the  country  and  to  the  agriculture  producers 
and  to  the  person  who  needs  that  food. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think,  Mr.  Secretary — and  I  go  back  to  your 
answer  to  Mr.  Braco  where  you  stated  that  we  do  not  have  surplus 
commodities,  and,  therefore,  this  program  is  no  longer  predicated,  that 
it  cannot  be  predicated,  on  the  basis  that  food  stamps  are  a  means  of 
disposing  of  the  surplusage  of  agriculture  production. 

Now,  this  agency  goes  into  a  county  and  tells  the  people  there  will 
not  be  any  more  commodities  distributed  in  that  area,  once  they  come 
under  the  food  stamp  program.  Is  that  cori'ect  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  have  some  counties  where  some  people  do  not 
like  that  idea.  I  have  a  county  right  now  where  many  want  to  continue 
the  commodity  idea.  Some  have  the  food  stamp  program.  What  do 
you  do  in  those  instances? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  up  to  them  to  decide. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  up  for  their  decision? 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  make  the  decision. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  OK.  The  principal  objective  of  the  food  stamp 
program  is  to  provide  food,  to  increase  the  quality  of  the  food  for  our 
people;  is  that  right? 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  to  contribute  to  the— — 

Mr.  Abernethy.  For  the  needy? 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  to  contribute  to  the  agricultural  economy 
of  the  country  by  utilizing  as  much  of  the  excess  production  capacity 
as  we  can  effectively,  efficiently,  prudently,  and  consistently  do. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  have  done  a  good  job:  you  have  gone  back. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  I  had  that  in  mind.  I  think  we  should  be  back 
where  we  started.  We  have  a  lot  of  excess  capacity  now  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  and  we  ought  to  use  it.  And  I  said  “capacity”  now. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Oh,  “capacity.” 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  said  “capacity.”  I  did  not  say  surplus  food 
products.  We  do  not  have  that,  but  we  have  a  lot  of  capacity. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Why  should  not  that  move  through  the  normal 
channels  of  trade? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Because  the  people  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  it. 
It  costs  more  money  to  buy  a  beef  steak  than  it  does  to  buy  cornmeal 
mush. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Which  would  be  the  most  costly?  Which  would 
be  the  most  costly,  to  increase,  to  expand  the  eligibilty  for  welfare,  to 
increase  the  number  and  amount  of  food  made  available  on  welfare, 
in  that  sort  of  a  program,  or  the  present  welfare  and  food  stamp 
program  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  I  think  that  we  know.  Bet  me  say  this: 
It  would  cost  no  more  one  way  or  another,  with  one  exception,  and 
that  would  be  that  the  requirements  be  a  bit  more  lenient  in  regard  to 
the  food.  To  the  extent  that  they  are  more  lenient  than  on  nonfood 
items,  it  would  cost  just  that  much  more.  But  the  advantage  of  the 
food  tieup  is  that  they  use  what  they  have  been  spending  on  food, 
secure  the  stamps  which  then  means  an  additional  amount — which 
means  that  the  money  is  going  for  food.  It  is  not  going  for  something 
else.  This  is  very  important,  very  important. 

In  my  own  experience  as  Governor,  I  observed  again  and  again 
people,  particularly  old  folks - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  welfare  department  handles  that. 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  cannot  handle  it.  They  do  not  handle 
it.  What  they  do  is  give  them  the  money.  When  they  give  them 
the  money  they  do  not  use  it  for  food.  They  go  out  and  play  bingo 
with  it. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  welfare  department  could  give  them  the  same 
thing ;  they  could  do  that. 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  food  stamps. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  They  could,  if  they  were  authorized  to  do  so,  yes. 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  do  give  them  the  food  stamps  now,  yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  what  I  know ;  I  know  that.  Is  the  school 
breakfast  program  now  in  operation  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Have  you  made  or  come  to  any  conclusion  about 
the  possibility  of  making  that  a  permanent  program  and  expanding 
it? 

Secretary  Freeman.  We  have  not  so  recommended  at  this  time.  It 
was  authorized  by  Congress  as  a  pilot  program.  It  is  just  getting 
rolling  now,  and  we  have  not  reached  any  point  of  recommendation. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  How  many  areas  are  it  in  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  As  of  last  Friday,  the  program  was  operating  in  211 
schools,  in  40  States.  These  211  schools  had  an  average  daily  attend¬ 
ance  of  around  82,000  students,  and  27,500  of  those  students  were  eat¬ 
ing  breakfast.  Out  of  those  27,500, 19,000  were  getting  breakfast  free. 

As  you  will  recall,  this  legislation  was  passed  just  in  October.  A 
supplemental  appropriation  came  somewhat  later,  so  that  the  first 
programs  were  not  started  until  the  first  week  in  January. 
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Mr.  Abernetiiy.  I  understand  that.  Can  you  put  a  figure  of  those 
into  the  record ;  that  is,  as  to  the  schools  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Those  that  are  operating  now  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

(The  information  follows:) 

Summary  of  breakfast  -programs  operating  under  provisions  of  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  {by  State  and  Territory ) 

[Private  and  public  schools] 


State 

Number  of 
schools 

Average 

daily 

attendance 

Average 

daily 

partici¬ 

pation 

Number  of 
free  or 
reduced 
price 

breakfasts 

served 

daily 

Alabama..  _ _ _ _ 

2 

1,378 

753 

334 

Alaska - -  - -  - - - - .  .. 

1 

60 

36 

31 

Arizona _ _  ....  .  ...  . 

7 

4,626 

737 

629 

Arkansas...  _  _  _ _ _ _ 

11 

4,675 

858 

564 

California . .  ..  .  . . 

Colorado _ _ _ _ _ 

7 

3, 451 

602 

92 

Connecticut . .  . . 

Delaware  ...  -  ..  _  ..  ..  ... 

6 

3, 171 

226 

85 

District  of  Columbia ...  ...  .  _  _ _ 

Florida _ _ _  .  .  _  _ 

4 

2,918 

269 

175 

Georgia.  .  _  ....  .  .  ..  _ 

Guam . . . . 

1 

737 

200 

50 

Hawaii _  ----------- 

1 

362 

200 

35 

Idaho . . . .  . . 

Illinois.  ....  ...  ..  .  _  ....... 

6 

6,  287 

997 

10 

Indiana . . . . .  . 

5 

3,320 

718 

(* 2) 

Iowa.. . .  .  . .  . .  . . 

6 

2, 297 

404 

156 

Kansas  ...  _  ......  .  .  .  _  .  ... 

3 

416 

208 

109 

Kentucky  .  ..  . . .  .  .  . . 

3 

1,401 

509 

12 

Louisiana- .  .... 

8 

1,210 

442 

405 

Maine  _ _ 

I 

688 

154 

111 

Maryland . . - . . . . . 

Massachusetts . . . .  .  _ 

Michigan - -  -  -  - 

3 

1,595 

658 

132 

Minnesota _ _  - 

6 

2,981 

1,991 

1,488 

Mississippi . . .  .  . . .  .  - 

4 

1,983 

1,021 

916 

Missouri _  . _  _.  _  ... 

1 

1,280 

295 

295 

Montana _  -.-... _  ..  ..  _  .  . 

2 

346 

287 

267 

Nebraska _  - . .  .  . . -- 

2 

45 

251 

8 

New  Hampshire _ _ _  .  . . 

New  Jersey _ _  _  _ 

3 

911 

356 

305 

New  Mexico _ - _  ..  _ . . 

6 

3,053 

955 

275 

New  York . . 

22 

11,514 

2,736 

2,341 

North  Carolina _ _ _  _ _ _  . 

7 

3,615 

1,422 

1,067 

North  Dakota . ....-._  ..  . . . 

3 

8.93 

136 

65 

Ohio... . . . . . . 

9 

3,220 

698 

391 

Oklahoma.. . - . .  _  _ _ _ 

4 

322 

396 

316 

Oregon.  ._  . . . .  -  .-  ---  -. 

1 

164 

47 

4 

Pennsylvania.. - -  - - - 

6 

1,895 

592 

>30 

Puerto  Rico _ _  .  _  _.  .  ..  _  ..  _  . 

20 

6,735 

3,845 

3,053 

Rhode  Island _ . .  _  _  __  . .  . . 

2 

2,180 

324 

286 

South  Carolina . . . .  _ 

7 

2,037 

1,118 

887 

South  Dakota _ _ _ _  _ _ 

2 

545 

181 

130 

6 

1,263 

599 

407 

Texas . . .  .-.  .  - - - - 

i 

'206 

72 

20 

Vermont _  _ _ _  .  _  __  _ 

Virginia .  . .  -  _  .  . 

10 

6,285 

1,615 

1,266 

Virgin  Islands _ _  _  _ _ 

Washington . 

2 

524 

240 

115 

Wrest  Virginia _  .  _ _ _  _ 

22 

3,939 

1,905 

1,864 

Wisconsin _ _ _ „  -  .  .. 

9 

3,039 

1,225 

505 

Samoa,  American . . . . 

1 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

Total _  _  .  .  ..  . . 

234 

97, 977 

30,278 

19,231 

>  State  agency  (5  schools)  now  known. 

2  Unknown. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  the  cost  of  that  now  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  do  not  have  sufficient  information  yet  to  give  you 
that  figure.  "We  should  be  able  to  supply  it  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Do  you  have  any  idea  of  what  it  is  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  My  hunch  is  that  it.  is  running  about — between  10  and 
15  cents  a  breakfast,  Federal  money. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is,  to  enable  the  school  breakfast  program 
being  provided  to  the  students;  it  is  for  that  purpose,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  And  what  percentage  of  the  students  are  given  a 
free  breakfast  and  the  like  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  program  is  designed  to  operate,  first  of  all,  only  in 
very  poor  schools. 

Then,  it  has  been  our  observation  in  the  last  2  months — -the  only  2 
months  of  operation — that,  primarily,  the  very  poor  children  are  the 
ones  in  the  schools  that  have  the  breakfast  program — it  appears  that 
only  the  very  poor  children  are  eating  that  breakfast.  There  were 
27,500  children  eating  breakfast,  and  out  of  that  number  19,000  were 
receiving  their  breakfast  free  or  for  a  couple  of  cents  token  payment. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  are  the  requirements  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  requirements - - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  do  they  serve  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  requirements  are  for  a  half-pint  of  milk,  one  half¬ 
cup  of  fruit  or  fruit  juice,  three  quarters  of  a  cup  of  cereal,  in  one 
form  or  another.  We  encourage  them  to  add  to  that  protein  items 
such  as  eggs,  sausage,  and  so  on,  to  the  extent  that  they  can. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Now,  one  other  thing,  and  I  am  through. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  believe  you  suggested  that  consideration  was  being 
given  to  making  the  school  lunch  program  available  during  the  sum¬ 
mer  months  when  the  schools  are  not  in  session. 

Secretary  Freeman.  What  I  said  was  that  this  program  would  make 
it  possible  to  reach  a  number  of  children  who,  otherwise,  would  not 
have  a  lunch  or  any  meal  on  the  outside  in  the  absence  of  a  program 
which  might  reach  them  through  the  medium  of  organized  activity 
of  one  kind  or  another  during  the  summer  months.  It  would  not  reach 
all  of  them,  but  some  of  them. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  When  you  say  “this  program”,  do  you  have  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  school-lunch  program  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  I  have  reference  now  to  the  program  now 
pending  before  this  committee,  to  which  I  testify  today. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  food  stamp  program,  or  what  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  to  the  extension  of  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act,  so  that  there  could  be  a  lunch  program  for  the  children  who  are 
participating  in  an  organized  activity  by  a  nonprofit  association  of 
some  kind  or  other  outside  of  the  school. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Such  things  as  day-care  centers,  and  the  like  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  it  exactly,  settlement  houses,  and  that 
kind  of  thing. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  do  not  want  you  to  misunderstand  me.  What 
about  supper?  They  call  it  dinner  here.  Back  in  the  country  we 
call  it  supper.  We  have  breakfast  and  we  have  lunch.  Is  it  antici¬ 
pated  that  the  Department  or  somebody — I  am  not  being  facetious, 
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because  we  have  to  admit  that  this  is  a  growing  program — maybe  it  is 
a  fine  thing.  Do  you  anticipate  that  now  that  we  have  breakfast  and 
lunch  we  will  soon  expand  it  to  include  supper  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  we  certainly  do  not,  that  is,  the  food  stamp 
program  is  designed  to  accomplish  this  in  terms  of  the  family,  the 
family  feeding  itself. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  all.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Hansen. 

Mr.  Hansen.  On  page  11  of  your  statement,  in  the  second  full 
paragraph  you  state : 

If  a  State  educational  agency  cannot  see  its  way  clear  to  undertake  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  program,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  take  direct  agree¬ 
ments  with  eligible  applicant  institutions  and  supervise  their  operation  under 
the  program. 

Would  you  define  exactly  what  type  of  institution  this  would  in¬ 
volve? 

Secretary  Freeman.  If  there  is  something  in  the  State  law  which 
prevents  this,  or  they  will  not,  because  they  are  unwilling  to  take  it 
on,  the  responsibility  of  working  with  this,  let  us  say  maybe  with  a 
child  care  center,  why,  in  that  instance  if  the  State  does  not  and  will 
not  act,  why,  then  we  would  be  prepared  to  work  directly  with  that 
child  care  center,  so  that  they  could  have  a  food  program.  This  is 
what  we  do — exactly  the  same  thing  as  we  do  now  in  the  school-lunch 
program. 

There  are  a  number  of  States,  because  of  local  laws,  where  they  are 
unable  to  administer  and  supervise  and  handle  it  with  the  local  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  school-lunch  program.  If  that  is  the  case,  why, 
then,  we  do  it.  This  is  applying  to  that  type  of  situation. 

Mr.  Hansen.  You  are  bypassing  the  State  government,  then,  if  you 
feel  it  is  a  bottleneck  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  “bypassing”  is  not  the  word.  I  suppose 
that  you  could  use  that  word,  however.  That  has  a  certain  connota¬ 
tion  that  you  are  trying  to  go  around  the  State  government  when  they 
do  not  want  you  to  do  so. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  these  are  cases  where  the  State  says, 
in  effect,  “Would  you  not  do  this ;  we  cannot”  ? 

Mr.  Hansen.  This  is,  then,  actually  done  only  with  the  approval  and 
the  blessings  of  the  State  government  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hansen.  And  where  they  are  unable  to  act,  but  they  do  desire 
to  act  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct — that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Hansen.  So  this  is  not  a  circumvention  of  the  State  government 
in  the  sense  that  they  do  not  desire  the  program  and  you  would  then 
go  around  them  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  it  is  not. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Does  this  also  include  the  parochial  and  private 
schools  ? 

SecretaryFREEMAN.  It  would,  yes. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Where  the  State  government  is  not  a  factor  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  Hansen.  On  page  9  of  your  statement,  the  top  of  the  page,  you 
quote  yourself  as  having  earlier  said — 

The  Administration  goal  for  child  nutrition  is  quite  simple.  It  is  to  provide 
every  child,  regardless  of  the  family’s  income  with  access  to  a  complete  meal 
during  the  day  when  he  or  she  is  away  from  home. 

This  will  be  the  school  lunch  program  per  se,  will  it  not  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  This  would  be  the  school  lunch  program  during 
the  school  year.  And  this  amendment  to  the  Nutrition  Act,  let  us  say, 
during  the  summer  that  would  give  you  the  possibility.  I  am  sure 
that  you  would  miss  many  children — not  every  child  would  get  a 
school  lunch.  It  would  not  be  organized  outside  of  the  school  summer 
activities,  but  some  would,  and  those  are  the  ones  that  would  be 
reached.  -I 

Mr.  Hansen.  This  would  be  in  addition  to  the  breakfast  concept  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes.  This  would  fit  in  with  those  cases  where 
we  have  a  pilot  program  now,  where  children  are  not  getting  breakfast 
before  they  go  to  school.  We  have  given  those  instances  that  should 
be  made  available  to  them. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Then,  the  food  stamp  program  would  supplement  the 
school  program,  so  that,  in  so  many  words,  you  would  be  providing 
needy  children  with  their  breakfast,  dinner  and  supper  when  this 
program  is  finally  carried  out. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  conceivable  in  the  case  of  a  poor  family, 
that  this  would  be  true.  There  would  be  a  school  breakfast  program. 
There  would  be  a  school  lunch  program.  That  is,  if  possible.  And 
there  would  then  be  the  food  in  the  family’s  evening  meal  that  is  in 
1  a rge  part  the  product  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

Mr.  Hansen.  How  much  success  have  you  had  with  the  breakfast 
program  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  As  was  said  a  moment  ago,  it  is  just  starting — 
the  first  of  January — and  so  it  is  pretty  difficult  to  say.  The  response 
to  it  has  been  affirmative.  The  school  authorities  have  responded 
to  it.  States  have  generally  responded  to  it. 

Our  early  indication  would  be  that  it  is  filling  a  real  unmet  need, 
but  we  cannot  give  more  than  a  tentative  evaluation  of  it  at  this  early 
date.  We  would  hesitate  to  do  other  than  that. 

Mr.  Hansen.  I  may  be  partly  facetious  in  what  I  now  ask  you.  but 
are  we  going  to  do  away  with  mother’s  home  cooking  through  these 
programs — are  we  not  doing  that  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  I  think  that  most  of  these  homes,  why, 
mother's  home  cooking  usually  comes  in  the  evening — and  she  is  just 
going  to  do  as  much  cooking  now  as  before,  but  we  hope  that  she  will 
have  more  to  cook  with. 

Mr.  Hansen.  But  do  you  think  this  will  happen  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  will  not  have  much  to  do  with  mother’s 
home  cooking  at  breakfast  time — certainly  not  in  these  kinds  of  areas. 

Mr.  Hansen.  I  recognize  that  there  is  a  gap  in  many  areas,  but  1 
feel  that  these  considerations  are  important  enough  to  discuss 
thoroughly. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Belcher. 
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Mr.  Belcher.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  who  lias  just  been  prais¬ 
ing  you,  as  being  interested  from  a  personal  standpoint.  I  understand 
that  he  has  five  children  of  his  own.  And  I  understand  that  a  man 
can  qualify  regardless  of  the  amount  of  his  income.  So  I  am  saying 
that  lie  is  very  vitally  interested  in  this  program ;  is  that  correct,  Mr. 
Hansen  ? 

Mr.  Hansen.  My  wife  is  getting  tired  of  getting  up  in  the  morning 
to  get  breakfast.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Belcher.  Would  the  gentleman’s  children  be  qualified? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  instance  we  can  use  Congressman 
Hansen,  who  has  long  been  a  leader  in  this  field,  and  who  may  be  sug¬ 
gesting,  as  a  prototype  here.  I  would  say  no.  There  would  not 
likely  be  a  breakfast  program  in  the  schools  to  which  the  Congress¬ 
man’s  children  would  go.  At  lunch  there  likely  would  be  a  school 
lunch  program  that  your  children  would  come  under — the  school 
lunch  program  in  the  schools  that  your  children  would  go  to.  The 
same  as  the  schools  to  which  my  children  go. 

On  summer  activities  it  might  be  possible  that  some  of  the  children 
in  an  area  might  be  in  a  settlement  house  area  or  in  some  kind  of  orga¬ 
nized  activity  where  they  might  make  food  available  in  the  course  of 
the  program. 

Mr.  Belcher.  That  would  be  during  the  summer  months  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes.  I  figure  these  possibilities  in  all  serious¬ 
ness  for  these  children  would  be  on  a  minor  scale.  He  would  not  qual¬ 
ify  for  food  stamps,  however.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Belcher.  It  is  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  that  you  are  talking 
about  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Under  that  would  it  be  possible  for  Mr.  Hansen’s 
five  children  to  qualify  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  If  they  were  going — obviously  they  would  not 
qualify  under  need.  It  is  quite  specific  on  that.  However,  if  his 
children  went  to  a  camp  for  a  couple  of  days  with  some  other  friends 
they  had  or  they  went  to  play  basketball  at  a  settlment  house  in  a 
community  nearby,  and  they  had  a  program  going  on,  it  might  very 
well  be  that  all  of  the  children  in  the  area  would  receive  food.  It 
would  not  be  a  case  where  you  would  line  them  up  and  say,  “What 
does  your  father  make— you  can  have  it  and  you  cannot  have  it.” 
As  long  as  the  majority  in  the  area  is  in  a  low-income  area,  all  children 
qualify. 

Mr.  Belcher.  And  in  that  case  the  taxpayers  would  pay  for  that. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes.  In  that  case  it  is  possible. 

Mr.  Hansen.  I  would  like  to  set  the  record  straight.  It  was  stated 
that  I  have  six  children,  I  only  have  five.  I  say  this  so  that  we  do  not 
confuse  my  people  back  home.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Hansen.  The  junior  Senator  from  New  York  is  probably  a 
better  example. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Are  you  trying  to  catch  up  with  him? 
[Laughter.] 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  O’Neal. 

Mr.  O’N  eal.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Mr.  Secretary,  getting  back  to  the 
food  stamp  program,  as  I  understand  it,  apparently  a  family  who  has 
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approximately  the  same  income  as  the  welfare  family  takes  $2  per 
person  and  they  exchange  those  $2  for  $10  worth  of  stamps. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  roughly  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  That  gives  them  a  total  of  $10  or  $12  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  A  total  of  $12,  yes. 

Mr.  0’Nex\l.  A  total  of  $12  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  That  is  a  ratio  of  about  6  to  1.  You  take  $1  and  you 
get  $5  more  to  go  with  it  to  buy  groceries. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  As  I  understand  it,  the  only  limitation  on  this  person, 
when  he  goes  to  the  store  to  buy  the  food  is  that  he  cannot  purchase 
tobacco  or  alcohol? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Or  imported  items. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Or  imported  items,  yes,  excuse  me.  Such  as  imported 
sausage  and  cheese  and  so  forth. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  So  far  as  seeing  that  they  get  a  balanced  diet,  though, 
there  is  no  supervision  over  them — that  means  they  can  spend  it  all 
on  potatoes  or  they  can  spend  it  all  on  vegetables — they  do  not  have 
to  eat  a  balanced  diet  if  they  do  not  want  a  balanced  diet,  do  they  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  is  no  requirement  to  that  effect.  We  are 
making  a  very  strong  effort,  primarily  through  the  Extension  Service 
and  the  extension  homemarker  to  provide  nutritional  education  and 
training  for  some  of  these  lower  income  groups  so  that  they  will  have 
more  nutritional  value. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  My  main  concern,  Mr.  Secretary  is  whether  or  not 
these  people  are  actually  buying  groceries  or  whether  they  buy  tobacco 
and  alcohol,  because  almost  invariably  in  every  conversation  that  I 
get  into  with  people  back  home  they  immediately  speak  of  the  abuses 
in  this  program  with  respect  to  beer  and  cigarettes.  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  to  some  extent  with  Miss  Kelley.  I  just  wondered  if  you 
had  any  feeling  about  whether  or  not  there  was  much  of  this  going  on. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  my  information,  and  I  will  defer  in  a 
moment  to  Mr.  Davis,  who  administers  the  program  on  a  day-to-day 
detailed  basis — it  is  my  information  and  observation  since  I  have 
talked  to  people  around  the  country  that  there  has  been  very  little  of 
this;  kind  of  abuse. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  On  page  7  it  is  pretty  obvious  that  you  have  discovered 
very  little  abuse.  I  see  in  that  paragraph  some  figures.  I  added  up 
these  figures.  And  I  have  also  referred  to  the  table  attached  to  your 
statement. 

As  of  January  of  this  year  you  had  51,900  stores. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Across  the  country.  You  have  apparently  investi¬ 
gated  only  485  of  them.  I  got  that  figure  by  adding  up  the  239  that 
you  said  were  found  free  of  any  violation  and  the  189  who  simply  got 
a  warning  letter.  There  were  only  57  stores  throughout  the  entire 
United  States  who  were  punished.  And  these  ranged  from  just  simply 
disqualifying  the  store  for  30  days  in  some  instances,  or  up  to  1  year 
in  other  instances. 
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I  do  not  know  how  it  is  in  the  city — it  may  be  very  easy  to  discover 
violations,  but  I  think  you  will  concede  that  in  the  rural  areas,  where 
you  have  small  grocery  stores  who  sell  beer  and  cigarettes,  that  it 
would  often  be  impossible  to  police  this  situation,  and  that  you  would 
not  get  any  complaints  from  those  who  have  participated  in  the 
violations  themselves;  in  other  words,  the  customer  and  the  store 
owner  are  not  ones  who  would  be  likely  to  say  anything  about  this 
if  they  were  guilty. 

I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  being  a  little  naive  about  this  situa¬ 
tion,  or  whether  I  get  reports  that  are  exaggerated,  but  as  I  said  a 
little  ago,  throughout  my  section  there  is  widespread  complaint  about 
the  fact  that  some  of  this  6  to  1  money  goes  into  the  purchase  of  beer. 

In  connection  with  the  same  thing  1  understood  you  to  say  a  little 
while  ago  that  if  they  were  given  the  money  they  would  play  bingo 
with  it.  If  they  were  given  6  to  1  money  you  still  do  not  think  that 
they  would  buy  beer  with  it  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  I  do  not  think  that  most  of  them  would. 
I  think  that  in  most  of  these  instances  where  there  is  a  direct  need 
for  food,  where  the  alternatives  are  to  buy  beer  and  cigarettes  or  to 
feed  the  kids,  I  think  that  in  most  instances  they  are  going  to  feed 
their  kids.  My  bingo  reference - 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Let  me  interrupt  you  at  this  point.  Do  you  not  think 
that  it  would  be  true  in  those  who  are  eligible  for  welfare  money  and 
who  play  bingo  with  it,  that  they  would  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  the  bingo  reference  that  I  made  particu¬ 
larly  had  to  do  with  some  of  the  old  folks.  And  I  made  it  very 
sympathetically,  because  it  was  my  experience  as  Governor  that  this 
happened  again  and  again,  that  these  lonely  and  bored  elderly  folks 
would  take  a  very  minor  amount  of  money  they  had  for  food  and  seek 
some  kind  of  companionship  and  play  bingo  with  it.  I  do  not  recall 
instances  of  these  kinds  of  complaints  in  anything  of  the  same  mag¬ 
nitude  as  on  the  direct  relief  money.  There  will  always  be  some  but 
in  this  instance  the  question  is  you  are  not  going  to  accomplish  per¬ 
fection,  but  what  will  work  the  best.  And  I  think  that  perhaps  you 
have  received  some  exaggerated  reports.  And  perhaps  I  might  be  a 
little  naive.  There  are  undoubtedly  some. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  There  is  a  possibility. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  will  concur  in  that  evaluation,  but  I  cannot 
think  of  a  better  way  to  try  to  do  it.  I  do  not  think  there  is  as  much 
as  there  might  seem  to  be. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  All  I  can  say  is  that  when  I  go  into  the  counties  where 
they  have  the  food  stamps  I  have  heard  many  complaints  myself. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  will  be  a  lot  of  benefit  to  check  on  those 
complaints  and  we  shall  attempt  to  do  so. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Teague. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  believe  you  testified,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  the  pilot  food  program 
enacted  and  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  first  year  will  cost  about 
$4,500,000. 

Seci'etary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Is  this  item  in  the  President’s  budget  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  it  is  provided  for. 
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Mr.  Teague  of  California.  And  what  is  your  estimate  of  the  antici¬ 
pated  annual  cost  after  we  get  beyond  the  pilot  stage — what  is  your 
estimate  of  that  cost  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  very,  very  difficult  to  estimate  it,  because 
we  really  do  not  have  anything  conclusive  in  terms  of  how  many 
children,  really,  will  participate  in  this — how  many  it  actually  will 
reach  and  so  I  do  not  think  that  we  have  made  any  very  hard  estimate 
as  to  where  it  may  lead  us  until  we  get  something  to  work  with  from 
the  pilot  experience. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  I  realize  how  difficult  that  would  be. 
You  say  that  you  cannot  give  us  any  figures. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Let  me  ask  my  associates  here  if  they  have  made 
some  estimate.  I  always  get  a  little  nervous  about  some  of  these 
estimates. 

Mr.  Davis.  About  all  we  have  to  go  on,  Congressman  Teague,  is  the 
total  of  numbers  of  children  coming  from  very  poor  families.  As  the 
Secretary  pointed  out  earlier,  there  are  possibly  1,500,000  preschool 
children  that  come  from  families  in  very,  very  low  income  brackets 
that  might  well  benefit  from  group  feeding  programs  designed  for 
them. 

We  have  some  figures  on  the  total  number  of  child  care  centers  but 
this  is  a  very  vague  figure.  You  do  not  know  which  ones  of  those  are 
in  some  sort  of  operation  such  as  in  Chevy  Chase  or  perhaps  in  a  poor 
neighborhood.  Certainly  we  would  want  to  approach  this  program 
very  carefully.  One  of  the  things  that  we  would  be  looking  at  very 
carefully  in  the  pilot  State — one  of  the  things  that  we  will  get  as  a 
pilot  operation  would  be  a  better  estimate  of  the  possible  total  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  program.  We  would  expect,  on  the  basis  of  the  first  year’s 
experience  to  come  back  to  the  Congress  and  share  with  them  our  ex¬ 
perience  and  perhaps  at  that  time  make  a  recommendation  for  the  next 
year’s  level.  This  is  about  the  best  that  we  can  do  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  I  certainly  realize  the  difficulty  you  have 
in  that  respect. 

Would  you  say  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  expect  that  this 
program — this  new  program— might  cost  several  hundred  million  dol¬ 
lars  a  year  and  before  you  answer,  I  do  not  say  that  we  should  either 
accept  or  reject  it  on  purely  that  basis  but  I  do  think  that  we  should 
have  some  idea  of  the  prospective  future  cost  of  the  programs  before 
we  get  into  them  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  believe,  sir,  that  we  testified  last  year  on  the  prospec¬ 
tive  breakfast  program  that  for  this  particular  type  of  program  we 
would  not  envision  it  as  being  a  very  large  program.  We  think  that 
it  would  be  a  very  important  program  in  the  areas  in  which  they  would 
be  eligible  for  its  operation  but  certainly  we  would  not  feel  that  it 
would  ever  run  into  the  hundreds  of  millions. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Dow. 

Mr.  Dow.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  general  I  support  the 
program,  Mr.  Secretary,  and  commend  you  for  a  very  fine  presentation. 

My  questions  are  mostly  for  the  purpose  of  educating  myself.  They 
are  not  controversial,  I  do  not  think. 
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One  question  is  this,  is  there  a  variance  between  the  ratio  that  one 
family  might  receive  or  another  in  the  ratio  of  what  they  would  have 
to  put  into  this  to  receive  a  given  quantity  of  stamps  or  a  given  face 
value  of  stamps? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  would  be  some  based  on  the  income  of 
the  people  in  a  given  area,  because  it  would  relate  to  how  much  they 
can  spend  for  food,  you  see.  The  amount  they  would  have  to  spend 
will  be  greater — the  proportion  will  be  greater  the  more  income  they 
have.  It  will  be  less  the  less  income  they  have,  because  of  the  amount 
of  the  food  intake  that  is  being  carried  through  is  less,  and  then 
there  are  some  that  are  obviously  in  complete  destitute  cases,  where 
there  is  a  very  minimal  amount. 

Mr.  Dow.  I  noticed  on  page  4  of  your  statement  you  state  that  fam¬ 
ilies’  investment  in  the  program  represents  about  G4  percent  of  the 
total  value  of  the  coupons,  but  then  you  speak  a  little  farther  down 
in  the  statement  about  a  family  that  invests  $2  per  person  per  month, 
and  they  in  turn  would  receive  about  $10  of  coupons  per  month  for 
each  member  of  the  family.  In  other  words,  the  funds  are  worth 
more  to  some  people  than  to  others,  is  that  what  we  are  saying? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  the  $2  that  would  be  the  people  in  the  very, 
very  low  income  level,  which  is  right  on  rock  bottom.  As  I  said,  the 
amount  of  money  that  would  be  taken  in  in  order  to  get  the  stamps 
would  be  greater  as  the  income  of  the  people  went  up. 

Mr.  Dow.  In  other  words,  the  welfare  office  would  determine  this? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct,  exactly. 

Mr.  Dow.  Would  they  be  able  to  reprove  a  family  that  was  invest¬ 
ing  heavily  in  beer  and  cigarettes — of  what  he  thought  their  allotment 
of  stamps  ought  to  be — would  he  reprove  them  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  doubt  that  he  would  probably  know  that. 
That  might  be  a  factor  in  his  subjective  evaluation  if  he  knew  the 
people  in  the  community  but,  basically,  this  is  on  the  enforcement 
side.  It  would  be  the  people  in  the  store  who  should  know  better  and 
who  should  live  up  to  the  law. 

Mr.  Dow.  I  have  only  one  more  question  and  that  is  under  the  food 
stamp  program  apparently  the  costs  are  wholly  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government,  except  for  the  administrative  costs  that  might  be  in¬ 
volved  at  the  state  level. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dow.  Or  the  local  level. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dow.  Under  the  nutrition  program,  I  was  not  too  clear — and 
maybe  you  have  some  idea,  Mr.  Secretary,  on  this,  do  the  state  and  the 
local  people  contribute  or  does  the  institution  contribute  in  part  some 
of  the  cost  of  the  food  provided  under  this  program  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes.  You  see,  this  is  related  to  the  school 
lunch  approach.  And  the  amount  that  the  Federal  Government  puts 
in  is  more  than  matched  by  the  local  school  district  in  the  normal 
course  of  events  except  in  those  cases  where  we  are  dealing  with  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  very  low  income  groups  that  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  any 
lunch,  and  in  those  instances  we  go  up  to  80  percent,  but  generally 
the  pattern  is  that  we  have  a  very  considerable  local  contribution  which 
is  made  as  well. 
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Mr.  Dow.  Would  the  state  participate? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes.  In  most  of  these.  Well,  it  would  de¬ 
pend  upon  the  instances,  referring  again  to  the  school  lunch  program, 
the  States  do  participate  and  some  quite  heavily. 

Mr.  Dow.  And  they  might  in  this? 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  they  might  in  that;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dow.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  received  a  number  of  letters 
from  constituents  who  feel  that  they  have  been  wrongfully  denied 
certification  for  food  stamps.  Could  you  give  me,  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress,  some  guidance  as  to  whom  I  should  turn  for  help  in  these  cases? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  in  this  instance  you  will  have  to 
go  to  the  local  public  welfare  authorities,  perhaps  of  the  State,  to 
see  if  the  State  standards  are  being  met  by  the  local  authorities  or 
whoever  does  the  certification,  that  there  is  a  certification  that  operates 
according  to  the  standards  set  down  by  the  Congress.  That  is  the 
extent  of  our  involvement  in  that.  And  that  Mr.  Jones  and  Mr. 
Smith  do  not  qualify  is  something  that  would  be  determined  by  the 
local  welfare  authorities. 

Mr.  Wampler.  You  feel  that  it  would  be  proper  for  me,  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress,  to  make  an  inquiry  of  the  State  and  the  local  office 
on  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Does  the  Department  of  Agriculture  make  any  part 
of  the  payment  toward  the  administrative  costs  of  the  food  stamp 
program  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No. 

Mr.  Wampler.  How  many  people  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
work  in  the  food  stamp  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Excuse  me.  I  will  correct  this.  That  is,  to 
be  sure  the  record  is  right.  To  the  extent  that  some  now  have  a  small 
margin  of  nonpublic  welfare  cases  that  might  be  certified,  that  would 
run  out  of  the  local  ivelfare  area,  we  would  provide  some  administra¬ 
tive  costs  assistance,  but  it  is  fairly  nominal  in  amount. 

Mr.  Wampler.  The  other  question  was  how  many  people  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  work  in  the  food  stamp  program. 

Secretary  Freeman.  How  many  ? 

Miss  Kelley.  At  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  Congressman  Wampler, 
we  will  have  875  projects  in  operation.  There  will  be  a  total  of  831 
or  somewhat  less  m  number  than  one  man-year  per  project  area  for 
the  complete  Federal  administration. 

Mr.  Wampler.  I  believe,  Mr.  Secretary,  you  said  the  commercial 
banks  receive  no  payment  from  the  Federal  Government  for  the  serv¬ 
ice  of  redeeming  the  coupons  that  the  wholesalers  and  the  retailers 
deposited  with  them. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Wampler.  In  those  States  which  have  adopted  the  policy  of 
permitting  the  commercial  banks  to  issue  the  coupons,  do  those  banks 
receive  any  fee  for  issuing  them  ? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  If  they  do,  the  fee  conies  from  the  State  or  the 
locality  that  handles  it.  How  the  stamps  get  to  the  people  is  a  local 
responsibility  and  financing. 

Mr.  Wampler.  In  response  to  the  qniry  by  Mr.  Abemetliy  your 
answer  was  that  you  would  supply  for  the  record  as  nearly  as  you  had 
them  both  the  Federal  administrative  cost  and  what  the  local  costs 
were. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Jones,  may  I  say  before  you  start  that  there 
are  two  more  witnesses  present  and  that  there  are  two  more  members 
who  have  asked  to  be  recognized  to  ask  questions. 

I  want  the  members  to  know  this  situation  and  to  be  governed 
accordingly. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  This  problem  does  not  exist  nation¬ 
wide,  but  I  think  it  is  typical  of  our  part  of  the  country.  You  have 
referred,  I  believe,  Mr.  Davis,  to  poor  schools,  which  I  take  it  is  a  unit 
composed  of  x  percentage  of  enrollment  from  families  under  certain  in¬ 
come  groups. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  Let  us  say  that  it  is  50  percent — 
what  is  your  figure  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  no  hard  and  fast  figure  on  that. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  For  the  sake  of  argument  let  us  say 
that  it  is  50  percent.  When  we  come  to  a  school  which  does  not  qualify 
as  a  poor  school,  as  being  qualified  as  a  recipient  of  these  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  programs,  but  in  this  school,  which  does  not  qualify  as  a  poor 
school,  we  have  kids,  that  is,  15  percent  of  the  individual  students,  who 
are  from  families  that  would  qualify  if  they  were  in  the  so-called  poor 
school. 

I  find  in  your  program,  as  well  as  in  many  of  the  HEW  programs, 
that  this  percentage  of  needy  families  or  of  needy  children  are  being- 
penalized  by  attending  a  school  which  does  not  qualify  under  that 
definition. 

Has  there  been  any  thought  given  to  that  or  any  action  taken  toward 
directing  this  aid  on  the  individual  basis  rather  than  on  the  per-school 
enrollment  basis  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  First  of  all,  there  is  a  provision  under  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  to  help  a  school  which  has  not  been  able  to  develop  a 
school  lunch  program  because  it  was  limited  in  its  resources.  Equip¬ 
ment  can  be  made  available  and  they  may  have  special  assistance  so  that 
the  situation  would  not  exist,  find  special  funding  for  such  a  school, 
because  the  children  cannot  afford  to  buy  the  lunch  as  they  would  put 
it  in  a  school  district  where  these  children  are  better  off. 

Presuambly  under  this,  if  it  works  as  we  hope  it  will,  the  school 
lunch  program  will  (a)  reach  school  districts  that  have  not  had  the 
program  before,  and  (b)  reach  those  who  could  not  afford  to  pay  any¬ 
thing  for  lunch  before.  And  this  is  the  purpose  of  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  Regardless  of  the  per  capita  income 
of  the  school — it  would  be  subject  to  the  situation  of  the  individual 
child  ? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  You  have  a  school  lunch  program  where  chil¬ 
dren  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  the  lunch  and  should  get  it  free.  That 
is  the  way  that  the  School  Lunch  Act  has  read  from  the  very  begin¬ 
ning.  So  the  problem  has  been  as  a  practical  matter  that  the  local 
schools  have  not  done  it  because  they  have  not  had  enough  money. 
So  what  they  have  said,  in  effect,  is  that — 

If  we  have  to  give  this  free  to  some  students,  we  would  have  to  cut  back  our 
program  so  that  it  would  not  be  a  workable  program,  but  it  is  well  to  do  the 
very  best  we  can,  we  will  get  the  cost  as  low  as  we  can  for  everyone,  but  every¬ 
one  will  have  to  pay  25  cents — we  cannot  let  some  pay  10  cents  and  some  pay 
nothing. 

Under  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  not  adequately  funded  yet  but  hope¬ 
fully  the  time  will  come  that  in  those  instances  where  the  child  can¬ 
not  afford  to  pay  he  will  get  the  lunch  and  that  school  will  be  able,  in 
effect,  to  do  what  they  were  supposed  to  do  from  the  very  beginning. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mrs.  May. 

Mrs.  May.  Mr.  Secretary,  on  page  6  of  your  statement  you  point 
out  how  the  program  has  been  administered  under  the  Food  Stamp 
Act.  You  state: 

The  state  welfare  groups — through  its  local  counterpart  offices — must  assume 
responsibility  for  the  certification  of  households.  The  act  requires  that  these 
certification  functions  be  carried  out  under  the  same  general  procedures  and  merit 
system  personnel  centers  used  in  the  certification  of  recipients  of  public  assistance. 

I  realize  that  there  has  been  some  discussion  of  this  point  earlier 
this  morning.  However,  I  would  like  to  say  that  if  there  has  been  an 
area  in  which  I  have  had  criticism  from  various  States  it  is  on  the 
differentation  of  criterion  in  certification.  Has  this  been  a  problem 
in  the  administration  of  this  program  from  the  viewpoint  of  admin¬ 
istration  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  will  defer  to  Mr.  Davis  to  answer  that. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  that  on  the  whole  we  have  had  to  spend  a  great 
deal  of  effort  with  the  local  welfare  people  to  explain  the  special  con¬ 
cern  in  certifying  for  the  program  that  they  might  not  necessarily 
have  in  their  own  programs. 

For  example,  in  determining  the  income  for  the  basis  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  requirement,  we  need  them  to  find  out  as  nearly  as  they  can  the 
exact  income,  not  that  it  is  just  below  the  eligibility  level  but  how  much 
it  is. 

Secondly,  we  have  tried  to  build  into  this  program  several  flexi¬ 
bilities  that  will  enable  the  caseworker  to  tailor  the  program  to  the 
individual — such  things  as  excessive  medical  expense,  such  things  as 
excessive  rent  which  the  caseworker  might  not  ordinarily  taken  into 
account  in  her  normal  work  with  poor  families.  So  that  there  are 
certain  different  things  that,  the  caseworker  must  do  in  interviewing 
the  food  stamp  participant  that  she  might  no  necessarily  do  with  other 
families. 

To  the  extent  that  the  caseworkers  can  apply  these  flexibilities,  the 
program  can  be  more  successful  for  the  individual  family.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  one  family  with  an  income  of  $100  is  paying  $50  rent  and  will 
not  have  much  money  left  for  food  as  compared  to  another  family 
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with  $100  income  which  is  only  paying  $30  for  rent.  We  have  some 
flexibility  that  they  can  apply  and  to  the  extent  that  they  can  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  more  successful.  And  this  I  think  is  probably  what  you  have 
been  hearing  about. 

Mrs.  May.  Yes.  My  question  then  would  be  about  the  State  au¬ 
thorities  or  the  local  authorities.  Are  they  being  responsive  to  the 
criteria  that  you  point  out  that  should  be  met,  whether  it  is  a  really 
sound  controlling  certification — too  much  money  being  spent  or  an 
overrigid  certification  or  standards — are  they  responsive  at  that  point  ? 

Air.  Davis.  On  the  whole  I  would  say  that  they  have  been  most 
responsive.  And  here  again  the  better  our  communication  down  to 
the  individual  caseworkers  the  better  the  response  has  been — where 
they  understand  the  program  and  what  it  is  designed  to  do  and  not 
designed  to  do.  There  is  a  growing  feeling,  as  you  may  be  aware  of, 
among  the  caseworkers  across  the  country  that  they  are  overburdened 
with  both  the  caseload  and  the  paperwork.  This  program  adds  an 
additional  job.  To  that  extent  there  has  been  a  little  grumbling  here 
and  there,  but  I  say  that  by  and  large  the  welfare  people  down  to  the 
caseworkers  across  the  country  have  been  most  responsive  except  where 
they  feel  that  since  this  is  Federal  money  that  we  ought  to  just  give  it 
to  the  people  without  asking  too  many  questions,  whereas  they  might 
not  do  that  with  their  own  State’s  money.  Generally  it  has  been  very 
good. 

Mrs.  May.  You  have  to  get  that  cooperation ;  that  is,  the  cooperation 
of  the  local  people  to  work  with  the  program. 

Mr.  Davis.  Of  course  that  is  correct. 

Mrs.  May.  In  that  respect,  what  can  you  do  to  get  that  cooperation  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  First  we  try  to  straighten  out  the  situation  by  reasoning. 
In  the  last  analysis  the  State  is  financially  liable  for  negligence  in 
certifying  each  family,  so  that  they  could  well  find  themselves,  if 
they  just  decided  that  they  were  not  going  to  do  a  good  job  and  were 
not  going  to  take  the  trouble  to  do  it,  that  we  would  have  that  final 
recourse  of  a  claim  against  them  for  any  poor  certification. 

Mrs.  May.  Have  you  had  so  far  to  use  that  authority  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  not. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Would  you  yield  to  me  ? 

Mrs.  May.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  This  paper  that  I  have  here,  attached  to  your 
statement,  entitled  “Food  Stamp  Program,  Select  Program  Statistics 
for  Specified  Months,”  does  that  show  all  of  the  counties  that  are  on 
the  food  stamp  program  and  the  number  of  people  who  are  receiving 
stamps  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir.  In  January  of  this  year  for  that  month. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  that  we  could  liaise  the 
Secretary  or  Mr.  Davis  furnish  the  committee — and  I  would  like  to 
have  a  copy  of  it  as  soon  as  I  can  get  it — of  the  names  of  the  counties 
of  the  United  States  now  receiving  commodities  for  distribution. 

The  Chairman.  You  will  supply  that  for  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

(The  information  follows :) 
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Areas  Operating  a  Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 

January  1967 


Alabama, 

Columbia 

Sutter 

Bibb 

Crawford 

Tehama 

Blount 

Cross 

Tulare 

Calhoun 

Dallas 

Tuolumne 

Cherokee 

Desha 

Ventura 

Cleburne 

Franklin 

Yolo 

Coffee 

Fulton 

Yuba 

Colbert 

Garland 

Calexico  (city) 

Conecuh 

Grant 

Cullman 

Greene 

Colorado 

Dale 

Hot  Spring 

Dallas 

Howard 

Arehuleta 

De  Kalb 

Jackson 

Bent 

Etowah 

Johnson 

Chaffee 

Fayette 

Lafayette 

Cheyenne 

Franklin 

Lawrence 

Dolores 

Geneva 

Little  River 

El  Paso 

Jackson 

Logan 

Fremont 

Lamar 

Madison 

Grand 

Lauderdale 

Marion 

Gunnison 

Lawrence 

Montgomery 

Kit  Carson 

Limestone 

Nevada 

Lake 

Macon 

Newton 

LaPlata 

Madison 

Ouachita 

Lincoln 

Marion 

Pike 

Logan 

Marshall 

Poinsett 

Montezuma 

St.  Clair 

Polk 

Montrose 

Shelby 

Pope 

Morgan 

Talladega 

Randolph 

Phillips 

Winston 

Saline 

Prowers 

Scott 

Routt 

Alaska 

Searcy 

Saguache 

None 

Sebastian 

San  Miguel 

Sharp 

Sedgwick 

Arizona 

Stone 

Teller 

Union 

Washington 

Apache 

Van  Buren 

Yuma 

Cochise 

Washington 

Hartford  (city) 

Coconino 

White 

Hebron  (city) 

Gila 

Woodruff 

Plainfield  (city) 

Graham 

Yell 

Putnam  (city) 

Greenlee 

Thompson  (city) 

Maricopa 

California 

Torrington  (city) 

Mohave 

Windsor-Locks  (city) 

Navajo 

Amador 

Pima 

Colusa 

Delaware 

Pinal 

El  Dorado 

Kent 

Santa  Cruz 

Fresno 

New  Castle 

Yavapai 

Inyo 

Sussex 

Yuma 

Kern 

Navajo  Reservation 

Kings 

Madera 

District  of  Columb 

Arkmsas 

Mendocino 

Merced 

None 

Baxter 

Modoc 

Florida 

Benton 

Plumas 

Boone 

Sacramento 

Baker 

Calhoun 

San  Joaquin 

Bay 

Carroll 

San  Luis  Obispo 

Bradford 

Chicot 

San  Barbara 

Broward 

Clark 

Santa  Cruz 

Dade 

Clay 

Shasta 

Dixie 

Cleburne 

Siskiyou 

Duval 

Cleveland 

Stanislaus 

Escambia 
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Areas  Operating  a  Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 

January  1967— Continued 


Florida — Continued 

Gadsden 

Hardee 

Highlands 

Hillsborough 

Lafayette 

Lake 

Lee 

Leon 

Monroe 

Okeechobee 

Palm  Beach 

Pasco 

Pinellas 

Polk 

Santa  Rosa 

Taylor 

Union 

Cuban  Refugee 
Assistance  (city) 
Seminole  Indian  (city) 

Georgia 

Atkinson 

Bacon 

Baker 

Banks 

Barrow 

Bartow 

Berrien 

Bleckley 

Brantley 

Brooks 

Bryan 

Butts 

Camden 

Chattahoochee 

Chattooga 

Cherokee 

Clarke 

Clay 

Clayton 

Cobb 

Coffee 

Cook 

Crisp 

Dade 

De  Kalb 

Dooly 

Douglas 

Early 

Fannin 

Floyd 

Fulton 

Glynn 

Greene 

Gwinnett 

Habersham 

Henry 

Jackson 

Jeff  Davis 

Jefferson 


Liberty 

Long 

McIntosh 

Macon 

Marion 

Miller 

Monroe 

Muscogee 

Newton 

Pierce 

Quitman 

Randolph 

Rockdale 

Screven 

Spalding 

Stewart 

Tattnall 

Taylor 

Telfair 

Terrell 

Walker 

Ware 

Wayne 

Whitfield 

Worth 


Haxvavi 

None 


Idaho 


Benewah 
Bonner 
Boundary 
Clearwater 
Idaho 
Kootenai 
Latah 
Lemhi 
Lewis 
Nez  Perce 
Shoshone 
Fort  Hall  Indian 
Reservation 

Illinois 


Adams 

Brown 

Carroll 

Cass 

Champaign 

Christian 

Clark 

Cumberland 

De  Witt 

Douglas 

Edgar 

Effingham 

Ford 

Fulton 

Grundy 

Hancock 


Henderson 
Henry 
Jo  Daviess 
Kane 
Kankakee 
Knox 
La  Salle 
Lee 

Liningston 

Logan 

McDonough 

McHenry 

Macon 

Marshall 

Mason 

Mercer 

Morgan 

Moultrie 

Ogle 

Peoria 

Piatt 

Pike 

Rock  Island 

Sangamon 

Schuyler 

Scott 

Shelby 

Tazewell 

Vermilion 

Warren 

Whiteside 

Will 

Winnebago 

Woodford 

Indiana 

Adams 

Allen 

Benton 

Blackford 

Boone 

Brown 

Carroll 

Cass 

Clark 

Clay 

Clinton 

Crawford 

Daviess 

Dearborn 

Decatur 

De  Kalb 

Delaware 

Dubois 

Elkhart 

Fayette 

Fountain 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Grant 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Hancock 
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Areas  Operating  a 


In  di  ana — Continued 

Hendricks 

Henry 

Howard 

Huntington 

Jackson 

Jasper 

Jay 

Jefferson 

Jennings 

Johnson 

Kosciusko 

Lagrange 

La  Porte 

Lawrence 

Marshall 

Martin 

Miami 

Monroe 

Montgomery 

Morgan 

Noble 

Ohio 

Orange 

Owen 

Parke 

Porter 

Pulaski 

Randolph 

Ripley 

Rush 

St.  Joseph 

Scott 

Shelby 

Starke 

Sullivan 

Tippecanoe 

Union 

Vermillion 

Vigo 

Wabash 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Wells 

Whitley 

Iowa 

Audubon 

Black  Hawk 

Boone 

Buchanan 

Buena  Vista 

Carroll 

Cass 

Cedar 

Cherokee 

Chickasaw 

Clay 

Clinton 

Crawford 

Dickinson 
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January  1967 — Continued 


Floyd 

Fremont 

Hancock 

Howard 

Humboldt 

Iowa 

Jackson 

Jones 

Keokuk 

Kossuth 

Linn 

Louisa 

Mahaska 

Marion 

Mitchell 

Monroe 

Muscatine 

Osceola 

Palo  Alto 

Pocahontas 

Polk 

Pottawattamie 

Sac 

Shelby 

Story 

Webster 

Winnebaga 

Winneshiek 

Wright 

Kansas 

Clark 

Elk 

Ford 

Grant 

Hamilton 

Harper 

Hodgeman 

Kearny 

Kingman 

Meade 

Phillips 

Sedgwick 

Shawnee 

Sherman 

Wyandotte 

Kentucky 

Anderson 

Ballard 

Barren 

Boone 

Boyd 

Boyle 

Bracken 

Breckinridge 

Bullitt 

Butler 

Caldwell 

Calloway 

Carlisle 

Carroll 


Christian 

Crittenden 

Daviess 

Edmonson 

Fayette 

Fleming 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Garrard 

Grant 

Graves 

Grayson 

Green 

Greenup 

Hancock 

Hardin 

Hart 

Henderson 

Henry 

Hickman 

Hopkins 

Jessamine 

Kenton 

Larue 

Lawrence 

Lewis 

Livingston 

Lyon 

McCracken 

McLean 

Madison 

Marion 

Marshall 

Mason 

Meade 

Mercer 

Metcalfe 

Monroe 

Nelson 

Ohio 

Oldham 

Owen 

Pendleton 

Powell 

Robertson 

Rowan 

Scott 

Shelby 

Spencer 

Taylor 

Trigg 

Trimble 

Union 

Warren 

Washington 

Webster 

Louisiana 

Allen 
Ascension 
Catahoula 
East  Carroll 
Grant 
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Areas  Operating  a  Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 

January  1967 — Continued 


Louisiana — Continued 

La  Salle 
Madison 
St.  Bernard 
St.  Charles 
St.  Mary 
Tensas 

West  Baton  Rouge 


Maine 


Aroostook 

Cumberland 

Franklin 

Hancock 

Kennebec 

Knox 

Lincoln 

Oxford 

Penobscot 

Piscataquis 

Sagadahoc 

Somerset 

"Waldo 

Washington 

York 


M  ar  gland 

Hartford 
Somerset 
Baltimore  (City) 

Massachusetts  (cities) 

Amherst 

Boston 

Brockton 

Buckland 

Cambridge 

Chicopee 

Deerfield 

Easthampton 

Gardner 

Goshen 

Lowell 

Lynnfield 

Malden 

New  Bedford 

Northampton 

Petersham 

Pliillipston 

Quincy 

Royalston 

Springfield 

Templeton 

West  Springfield 

"Williamsburg 

Wincbendon 

Michigan 


Alcona 

Alger 


Allegan 

Alpena 

Antrim 

Arenac 

Baraga 

Barry 

Bay 

Benzie 

Berrien 

Branch 

Calhoun 

Cass 

Charlevoix 

Cheboygan 

Chippewa 

Clare 

Clinton 

Crawford 

Delta 

Dickinson 

Eaton 

Emmet 

Genesee 

Galdwin 

Grand  Traverse 

Gratiot 

Hillsdale 

Huron 

Ingham 

Ionia 

Iosco 

Iron 

Isabella 

Jackson 

Kalamazoo 

Kalkaska 

Kent 

Keweenaw 

Lake 

Lapeer 

Leelanau 

Lenawee 

Livingston 

Luce 

Mackinac 

Manistee 

Marquette 

Mason 

Mecosta 

Menominee 

Midland 

Missaukee 

Monroe 

Montcalm 

Montmorency 

Muskegon 

Newaygo 

Oceana 

Ogemaw 

Ontonagon 

Osceola 

Oscoda 

Otsego 

Ottawa 


Presque  Isle 

Roscommon 

Saginaw 

St.  Joseph 

Sanilac 

Schoolcraft 

Shiawassee 

Tuscola 

Van  Buren 

Washtenaw 

Wexford 

Minnesota 

Blue  Earth 

Carver 

Cass 

Chisago 

Clearwater 

Cook 

Cottonwood 

Douglas 

Faribault 

Grant 

Isanti 

Jackson 

Kanabec 

Kittson 

Lake  of  the  Woods 

Le  Sueur 

Lyon 

Mahnomen 

Marshall 

Meeker 

Mille  Lacs 

Morrison 

Mower 

Murray 

Nicollet 

Pennington 

Pope 

Red  Lake 

Rock 

Scott 

Sherburne 

Sibley 

Stevens 

Todd 

Traverse 

Wadena 

Waseca 

Yellow  Medicine 
Red  Lake  Indian 
Reservation 

Lower  Sioux  Community 
Indian  Reservation 

Mississippi 

Adams 

Alcorn 

Amite 

Benton 

Bolivar 

Calhoun 
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Areas  Operating  a  Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 

January  1967 — Continued 


Mississippi — Continued 

Carroll 

Clioctaw 

Claiborne 

Clarke 

Copiah 

Covington 

De  Soto 

Franklin 

George 

Greene 

Grenada 

Hancock 

Hinds 

Holmes 

Humphreys 

Issaquena 

Itawamba 

Jackson 

Jasper 

Jefferson 

Jefferson  Davis 

Kemper 

Lafayette 

Lamar 

Lauderdale 

Lawrence 

Leake 

Leflore 

Lincoln 

Marshall 

Monroe 

Montgomery 

Neshoba 

Newton 

Noxubee 

Oktibbeha 

Tearl  River 

Perry 

Pontotoc 

Prentiss 

Quitman 

Rankin 

Scott 

Sharkey 

Simpson 

Smith 

Stone 

Sunflower 

Tallahatchie 

Tate 

Tippah 

Tishomingo 

Tunica 

Union 

Walthall 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Webster 

Wilkinson 

Winston 

Yalobusha 

Indina  Agency 


Missouri 

Buchanan 

Butler 

Cape  Girardeau 

Carter 

Clay 

Daviess 

De  Kalb 

Dunklin 

Gentry 

Greene 

Iron 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Linn 

Livingston 

Mercer 

Mississippi 

New  Madrid 

Nodaway 

Pemiscot 

Perry 

Reynolds 

Ripley 

St.  Charles 

St.  Francois 

St.  Louis 

Scott 

Stoddard 

Washington 

Wayne 


Montana 

Flathead 
Glacier 
Roosevelt 
Tribal  Councils : 

Crow  Indian 
Fort  Belknap 
Northern  Cheyenne 
Rocky  Boy 
Salish  and  Kootenai 

Nebraska 

Winnebago  Indian  Agencj 
Nevada 

Clark 

Elko 

Eureka 

Humboldt 

Lincoln 

Mineral 

Ormsby 

Pershing 

White  Pine 

New  Hampshire 

Belknap 

Carroll 

Cheshire 


Coos 

Grafton 

Hillsborough 

Merrimack 

Rockingham 

Strafford 

Sullivan 

New  Jersey 

Asbury  Park  (city) 
Alpha  (city) 

Bayonne  (city) 
Cumberland  (city) 
Estelle  Manor  (city) 
Franklin  (city) 

Garfield  (city) 

Glassboro  (city) 
Hamilton  Township 
Howell  Township 
Jackson  Township 
Jersey  City 
Keyport  (city) 
Lakewood  (city) 

Little  Egg  Harbor  (city) 
Millstone  (city) 

Monroe  (city) 

Mt.  Holly  (city) 

Mt.  Laurel  (city) 
Newark  (city) 

N.  Shrewsbury  (city) 

N.  Hanover  (city) 
Phillipsburg  (city) 
Pohotcong  (city) 

S.  Brunswick  (city) 

Wanaque 

Washington 

New  Mexico 

Bernalillo 

Catron 

De  Baca 

Dona  Ana 

Grant 

Guadalupe 

Hidalgo 

Lincoln 

Luna 

McKinley 

Otero 

San  Juan 

Sierra 

Socorro 

Torrance 

Valencia 

New  York 

Albany 

Allegany 

Broome 

Cattaraugus 

Cayuga 

Chautauqua 
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Areas  Operating  a  Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 

January  1967 — Continued 


New  York — Continued 

Chemung 

Clinton 

Columbia 

Cortland 

Delaware 

Essex 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Genesee 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Herkimer 

Jefferson 

Lewis 

Livingston 

Madison 

Monroe 

Montgomery 

Nassau 

Niagara 

Oneida 

Onondaga 

Ontario 

Orleans 

Oswego 

Rensselaer 

St.  Lawrence 

Saratoga 

Schenectady 

Schoharie 

Schuyler 

Seneca 

Steuben 

Suffolk 

Tioga 

Tompkins 

Ulster 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Westchester 

Wyoming 

Yates 

Auburn  (city) 
Binghamton  (city) 
Jamestown  (city) 
Oswego  (city) 

Union  (city) 

New  York  (city) 

North  Carolina 

Alamance 

Alexander 

Alleghany 

Anson 

Ashe 

Avery 

Beaufort 

Brunswick 

Burke 

Caldwell 


Camden 

Carteret 

Cherokee 

Clay 

Columbus 

Craven 

Cumberland 

Davidson 

Davie 

Edgecombe 

Gaston 

Gates 

Graham 

Greene 

Guilford 

Henderson 

Hertford 

Hoke 

Hyde 

Jackson 

Johnston 

Jones 

Lenoir 

McDowell 

Macon 

Madison 

Mecklenburg 

Mitchell 

Montgomery 

Onslow 

Pamlico 

Pasquotank 

Perquimans 

Pitt 

Richmond 

Robeson 

Rockingham 

Rowan 

Rutherford 

Swain 

Transylvania 

Tyrrell 

Vance 

Wake 

Warren 

Washington 

Watauga 

Wayne 

Wilkes 

Wilson 

Yadkin 

Yancey 

North  Dakota 

Burleigh 

Cass 

Dunn 

Foster 

Grand  Forks 

McHenry 

Oliver 

Pembina 

Pierce 


Ramsey 
Rolette 
Sheridan 
Stark 
Walsh 
Ward 
Williams 
Indian  Agencies: 
Fort  Berthold 
Fort  Totten 
Turtle  Mountain 
Standing  Rock 

Ohio 

Adams 

Ashtabula 

Belmont 

Brown 

Butler 

Champaign 

Clinton 

Crawford 

Darke 

Fayette 

Geauga 

Guernsey 

Highland 

Hocking 

Jackson 

Knox 

Licking 

Madison 

Marion 

Miami 

Monroe 

Morrow 

Muskingum 

Ottawa 

Perry 

Pickaway 

Pike 

Portage 

Preble 

Shelby 

Union 

Vinton 

Warren 

Oklahoma 

Adair 

Alfalfa 

Atoka 

Beckham 

Blaine 

Bryan 

Caddo 

Canadian 

Carter 

Cherokee 

Choctaw 

Cimarron 

Cleveland 
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Oregon 


Oklahoma — Continued 
Coal 

Comanche 

Cotton 

Craig 

Creek 

Custer 

Delaware 

Dewey 

Ellis 

Garfield 

Garvin 

Grady 

Grant 

Greer 

Harmon 

Harper 

Haskell 

Hughes 

Jackson 

J  efferson 

Johnston 

Kay 

Kingfisher 

Kiowa 

Latimer 

Le  Flore 

Lincoln 

Logan 

Love 

McClain 

MeCurtain 

McIntosh 

Marshall 

Mayes 

Murray 

Muskogee 

Noble 

Nowata 

Okfuskee 

Oklahoma 

Okmulgee 

Osage 

Ottawa 

Pawnee 

Payne 

Pittsburg 

Pontotoc 

Pottawatomie 

Pushmataha 

Roger  Mills 

Rogers 

Seminole 

Sequoyah 

Stephens 

Tillman 

Tulsa 

Wagoner 

Washington 

Washita 

Woodward 


Baker 

Benton 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Columbia 

Coos 

Crook 

Curry 

Deschutes 

Douglas 

Gilliam 

Grant 

Harney 

Hood  River 

J  ackson 

Jefferson 

J  osephine 

Klamath 

Lake 

Lane 

Lincoln 

Linn 

Malheur 

Marion 

Morrow 

Polk 

Sherman 

Umatilla 

Union 

Wasco 

Wheeler 

Yamhill 

Pennsylvania 

Armstrong 

Beaver 

Bedford 

Berks 

Blair 

Bucks 

Butler 

Cameron 

Carbon 

Centre 

Chester 

Clarion 

Columbia 

Crawford 

Ciunberland 

Delaware 

Elk 

Erie 

Forest 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Jefferson 

Lancaster 

Lawrence 

Lebanon 


Lehigh 

Lycoming 

Mercer 

Monroe 

Montgomery 

Montour 

Northampton 

Schuylkill 

Snyder 

Union 

Venango 

Warren 

Wayne 

Westmoreland 

York 

Puerto  Rico . 

Adjuntas 

Aguada 

Aguadilla 

Aguas  Buenas 

Aibonito 

Anasco 

Arecibo 

Arroyo 

Barceloneta 

Barranquitas 

Bayamon 

Cabo  Rojo 

Caguas 

Camuy 

Carolina 

Castaner 

Catano 

Cayey 

Ceiba 

Ciales 

Cidra 

Coamo 

Comerio 

Corozal 

Dorado 

Fajardo 

Guanica 

Guayama 

Guayanilla 

Guaynabo 

Gurabo 

Hatillo 

Hormigueros 

Humacao 

Isabela 

Jayuya 

Juana  Diaz 

Juneos 

Lajas 

Lares 

Las  Marias 
Las  Piedras 
Loiza 
Luquillo 
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Areas  Operating  a  Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 

January  1967 — Continued 


Puerto  Rico — Continued 

Manati 

Maricao 

Maunabo 

Mayaguez 

Moca 

Morovis 

Naguabo 

Naranjito 

Orocovis 

Patillas 

Penuelas 

Ponce  I 

Ponce  II 

Quebradillas 

Ricon 

Rio  Grande 

Rio  I’iedras 

Sabana  Grande 

Salinas 

San  German 

San  Juan  I 

San  Juan  II 

San  Lorenzo 

San  Sebastian 

Santa  Isabel 

Toa  Alta 

Toa  Baja 

Trujillo  Alto 

Utuado 

Vega  Alta 

Vega  Baja 

Vieques 

Villalba 

Yabucoa 

Yauco 

Rhode  Island  ( cities ) 

Bristol 

Burrillyille 

Coventry 

Cranston 

East  Greenwich 

Foster 

Glocester 

Jamestown 

Johnston 

Lincoln 

N.  Providence 

N.  Smithfield 

Smithfield 

Warren 

Warwick 

West  Greenwich 

West  Warwick 

South  Carolina 

None 

South  Dakota 
Aurora 


Beadle 

Bennett 

Brown 

Brule 

Buffalo 

Clark 

Codington 

Corson 

Davison 

Edmunds 

Faulk 

Grant 

Hand 

Hanson 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Jackson 

Jerauld 

Lyman 

McCook 

McPherson 

Marshall 

Mellette 

Miner 

Pennington 

Perkins 

Potter 

Roberts 

Sanborn 

Spink 

Todd 

Tripp 

Union  Walworth 
Indian  reservatives : 
Cheyenne 
Crow  Creek 
Lower  Brule 
Pine  Ridge 
Rosebud 
Sisseton 
Yanton 

Tennessee 

Benton 

Blount 

Carroll 

Carter 

Clay 

Cumberland 

Decatur 

Greene 

Hamblen 

Hawkins 

Henderson 

Loudon 

Madison 

Obion 

Overton 

Perry 

Putnam 

Rhea 

Roane 

Sullivan 


Unicoi 

Union 

Washington 

Wayne 

White 


Texas 


Anderson 

Angelina 

Bee 

Brooks 

Brown 

Callahan 

Cameron 

Camp 

Carson 

Childress 

Cochran 

Coke 

Cooke 

Cottle 

Crosby 

Dallam 

Dallas 

Dawson 

Dickens 

Duval 

Eastland 

Fisher 

Floyd 

Foard 

Franklin 

Galveston 

Grimes 

Guadalupe 

Hale 

Hardeman 

Hardin 

Harris 

Haskell 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Hidalgo 

Hockley 

Howard 

Hudspeth 

Hutchinson 

Irion 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Jim  Hogg 

Jim  Wells 

Jones 

Kent 

Kinney 

Kleberg 

Knox 

Lamb 

Liberty 

Lipscomb 

Lubbock 

McLennan 

Martin 
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Areas  Operating  a 


Texas — Continued 

Matagorda 

Maverick 

Milain 

Montague 

Moore 

Morris 

Motley 

Newton 

Nolan 

Nueces 

Orange 

Polk 

Potter 

Red  River 

Sabine 

San  Augustine 

San  Jacinto 

San  Patricio 

Scurry 

Shelby 

Smith 

Starr 

Stonewall 

Swisher 

Terry 

Titus 

Tom  Green 

Travis 

Trinity 

Upshur 

Webb 

Wilbarger 

Zapata 

Crystal  (city) 
Denison  (city) 

San  Antonio  (city) 

Trust  territory 

None 

Utah 

Grand 

Salt  Lake 

San  Juan 

Summit 

Tooele 

Uintah 

Wasatch 

Vermont 

Addison 

Bennington 

Caledonia 

Chittenden 

Essex 

Orange 

Orleans 

Rutland 

Washington 


Commodity  Distribution  Program  for  Needy  Families  in 
January  1967 — Continued 


Windham 

Windsor 

Virginia 

Buchanan 

Giles 

Russell 

Scott 

Roanoke  (city) 
Bethlehem 

Virgin  Islands  ( cities ) 

Christiansted 
Coral  Bay 
Cruz  Bay 
Frederiksted 
Grove  Place 
Korea 
Profit 

St.  Thomas 

Washington 

Chelan 

Douglas 

Ferry 

Grant 

Island 

King 

Kittitas 

Okanogan 

Pend  Oreille 

Pierce 

San  Juan 

Skagit 

Snohomish 

Spokane 

Stevens 

Whatcom 

West  Virginia 

Berkeley 

Brooke 

Grant 

Hampshire 

Hancock 

Hardy 

Jefferson 

Marshall 

Mineral 

Morgan 

Ohio 

Pleasants 

Ritchie 

Tyler 

Wetzel 

Wisconsin 

Adams 

Ashland 


Barron 

Bayfield 

Brown 

Buffalo 

Clark 

Dane 

Dodge 

Florence 

Fond  du  Lac 

Forest 

Jackson 

Juneau 

Kenosha 

LaCrosse 

Lincoln 

Manitowoc 

Marathon 

Marinette 

Menomonee 

Monroe 

Oconto 

Outagamie 

Ozaukee 

Polk 

Portage 

Racine 

Rock 

Sauk 

Sawyer 

Shawano 

Sheboygan 

Taylor 

Washburn 

Washington 

Waupaca 

Waushara 

Winnebago 

Wood 

Arthur  (city) 

Birch  Creek  (city) 
Cadott  (city) 
Chippewa  Falls  (city) 
Cleveland  (city) 
Colburn  (city) 

Cornell  (city) 

Eagle  Point  (city) 
Estelle  (city) 
Fairchild  (village) 
Fairchild  (town) 

New  Holcombe  (city) 
New  Auburn  (city) 
Ruby  (city) 

Sampson  (city) 
Stanley  (city) 

Wilson  (city) 

Indian  Tribal  Council 
of  Lac  du  Flambeau 


Wyoming 

Wind  River  Indian 
Reservation 
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Mrs.  May.  You  have  pointed  out  that  there  are  three  ways  that  you 
make  the  coupons  available,  through  the  local  offices,  the  State  govern¬ 
ment  and  the  banks.  Are  you  reimbursing  the  banks  for  doing  this 
work  ?  There  is,  of  course,  some  work  to  the  bank,  some  cost  to  them 
in  handling  the  coupons.  Do  you  reimburse  them  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  do  not.  The  Federal  Government  does  not.  Where 
the  State  elects  to  hire  a  bank,  to  use  a  bank  as  its  agent  in  selling  the 
coupons,  they  negotiate  a  contract  with  that  bank  and  establish  the  cost 
per  transaction.  And  the  locality  pays  it. 

Mrs.  May.  In  other  words,  do  you  have  any  instances  where  the  cost 
of  the  bank  to  the  State  is  passed  on  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  quite  often  these  pass  on  down  to  the  local  com¬ 
munity. 

Mrs.  May.  So  far  what  has  been  your  experience,  which  of  these 
methods  are  being  used  mainly  to  distribute  coupons?  Is  it  through 
the  local  governments  or  do  they  use  a  bank  or  what  ? 

Miss  Kelley.  It  is  done  mostly  by  the  State  or  local  governments. 
There  are  a  number  of  local  governments  and  State  governments  that 
have  felt  that  a  contract  with  the  bank  might  do  two  things — provide 
more  service  to  the  recipient  and  perhaps  actually  be  a  cheaper  method 
to  the  State  than  to  establish  and  hire  and  have  accountability  control, 
but  the  banks  are  the  lesser  of  the  two  used  at  the  moment. 

Mrs.  May.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  May. 

I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  members  of  the  committee  that  Mrs. 
Sullivan,  the  author  of  the  bill  placed  into  the  Congressional  Record 
at  page  A-1278  through  A-1286  an  explanation  of  this  program  that 
I  think  all  of  you  might  find  worthwhile  reading  to  get  a  factual  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  background  of  the  program. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  will  be  heard  before  the  committee  tomorrow  morning. 
We  have  two  more  witnesses  scheduled  today. 

If  there  are  no  further  questions  of  the  Secretary,  we  will  proceed 
with  the  other  witnesses. 

We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  and  to  your  asso¬ 
ciates  for  the  explanation  you  have  given  us. 

We  will  hear  from  Mr.  Patrick  B.  Healy,  assistant  secretary  of  the 
National  Milk  Producers  Federation.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  to 
present  your  views  to  us,  Mr.  Healy.  You  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OE  PATRICK  B.  HEALY,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL  MILK  PRODUCERS  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Healy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Milk  Producers  Federation  is  a  national  farm  organization.  It 
represents  dairy  farmers  and  the  dairy  cooperative  associations  which 
they  own  and  operate.  Through  their  cooperatives,  dairy  farmers  act 
together  to  process  and  market,  on  a  cost  basis,  the  milk  and  butterfat 
produced  on  their  farms. 

The  federation  for  many  years  maintained  a  position  in  favor  of  a 
food  stamp  plan.  Such  a  plan  would  permit  our  agricultural  abun- 
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dance  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  nation  as  a  whole  by  providing 
better  nutrition  for  groups  not  economically  able  to  provide  adequate 
nutrition  for  themselves. 

We,  therefore,  remain  in  general  support  of  the  food  stamp  plan. 

Instead  of  storing  surplus  dairy  products,  with  attendant  storage 
costs,  we  believe  these  products  should  be  moved  out  into  consumption. 

The  food  stamp  plan  allows  for  us  to  distribute  commodities  before 
they  accumulate  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  warehouses 
as  surplus. 

It  was  on  this  same  basis  that  we  supported  also  the  direct  relief 
distribution  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  creates  a  conflict  between  these  two 
programs,  both  of  which  we  believe  are  beneficial  and  both  of  which 
we  believe  should  be  retained  and  permitted  to  operate  side  by  side. 

The  conflict  arises  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  4  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964.  This  subsection  provides  that,  except  in  emergency  cases, 
there  can  be  no  distribution  of  federally  owned  foods  to  households  in 
areas  where  a  good  stamp  program  is  in  effect. 

The  bill  introduced  by  Representative  Sisk,  H.R.  1268,  would  repeal 
the  restriction  on  the  use  of  direct  distribution  programs  in  areas 
where  food  stamp  programs  are  in  effect. 

We  support  and  endorse  H.R.  1268. 

If  the  Food  Stamp  Act  is  amended  to  repeal  this  inconsistency  be¬ 
tween  the  two  programs,  we  would  then  favor  its  extension  beyond 
June  30,  1967,  by  amendment  of  section  16(a)  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tion  beyond  that  date. 

Our  purpose  in  appearing  here  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  these  bills 
before  the  committee  is  to  make  provision  against  this  specter  of  sur¬ 
pluses  which  we  are  constantly  aware  of.  We  harken  back  to  the 
statements  made  by  Mr.  Brasco  and  Mr.  Abernethy  and  believe  that 
a  provision  should  be  made  for  the  Secretary  to  have  the  authority  to 
distribute  the  surplus  commodities  if  and  when  they  develop  in  his 
charge. 

I  believe  unless  we  are  able  to  do  something  about  the  unconscionable 
flood  of  import  products  which  are  coming  into  this  country  in  clear 
evasion  of  current  law  that  we  are  going  to  be  plagued  with  tremend¬ 
ous  surpluses  of  milk  which  will  have  to  be  collected  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  So  we  want  to  amend  this  food  stamp  plan  to 
allow  for  the  use  of  these  commodities  if  and  when  they  develop. 

I  thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ilealy. 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Healy.  If  there  are  no  questions,  we 
are  very  much  obliged  to  you  for  your  statement. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  George  A.  Wiley,  who  is  director  of  the 
poverty  rights  action  center,  office  of  the  national  headquarters,  wel¬ 
fare  rights  organization,  who  is  accompanied  by  Carl  Rachlin,  general 
counsel ;  and  Mrs.  Etta  Horn,  national  vice  chairman. 

We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mr.  Wiley. 
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STATEMENT  OF  GEORGE  A.  WILEY,  DIRECTOR,  POVERTY  RIGHTS 

ACTION  CENTER,  OFFICE  OF  THE  NATIONAL  HEADQUARTERS, 

WELFARE  RIGHTS  ORGANIZATIONS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  CARL 

RACHLIN,  GENERAL  COUNSEL;  AND  MRS.  ETTA  HORN,  NATIONAL 

VICE  CHAIRMAN 

Mr.  Wiley.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  George  Wiley.  I  am  director  of  the  poverty  rights  action  center  in 
Washington,  L).C.,  which  is  the  national  headquarters  for  welfare 
recipient  organizations  across  the  country. 

With  me  are  Mrs.  Etta  Horn,  vice  chairman  of  the  national  coordi¬ 
nating  committee  of  welfare  rights  groups,  and  a  welfare  recipient 
who  participates  in  the  food  stamp  program  here  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  ;  and  Mr.  Carl  Eachlin  of  the  scholarship  education  and 
defense  fund  for  racial  equality,  who  serves  as  general  counsel  to  our 
organization. 

The  national  welfare  rights  movement  is  a  federation  of  over  200 
welfare  rights  organizations  from  26  States  and  more  than  70  com¬ 
munities.  A  list  of  the  welfare  rights  groups  and  the  brief  history  of 
the  welfare  rights  movement  is  appended  for  your  information. 

I  shall  not  read  the  entire  testimony,  of  which  you  have  a  copy  be¬ 
fore  you,  but  would  like  to  call  attention  to  some  of  the  high  points  of 
the  concern  that  the  welfare  recipients  have  with  the  administration 
and  the  operation  of  the  food  stamp  program  and  to  suggest  some 
kinds  of  changes  that  might  be  made  to  make  the  program  more  bene¬ 
ficial  to  the  welfare  recipients. 

I  would  submit  that  the  program  has  been  developed  especially  with 
no  consultation  or  consideration  of  the  needs  or  the  interests  or  the 
problems  that  the  programs  cause  to  welfare  recipients  and  to  low 
income  families  who  wish  to  participate  in  the  programs. 

The  most  fundamental  and  universal  complaint  of  the  recipients  of 
these  programs  is  the  fact  that  they  are  required  in  order  to  partici¬ 
pate  to  invest  more  of  their  very  limited  income  and  budget  into  the 
purchase  of  food  stamps  which  is  then  restricted  actually  to  a  single 
purpose  use. 

The  problems  that  are  presented  by  this  are  many.  Anybody  who 
lias  operated  a  household  knows  that  these  are  problems  that  one  has, 
particularly  with  a  limited  budget  trying  to  juggle  expenditures  and 
trying  to  balance  the  needs  that  a  family  has ;  particularly  I  would  like 
to  point  out  that  many  of  these  expenditures  that  the  low-income  peo¬ 
ple  have  are  such  as  fixed  rents  and  transportation  costs  and  the  cost 
of  utilities  and  other  items  that  are  essentially  required  to  be  pur¬ 
chased  on  a  regular  basis.  And  the  freezing  of  a  large  segment,  a 
large  additional  segment  of  a  very  limited  budget,  normally  works 
very  great  hardship  on  the  families  that  are  involved.  And  it  is  little 
consolation  that  you  are  well  fed  if  your  children  do  not  have  clothing 
or  shoes  to  wear  to  school  or  such  items  as  that  which  are  essential  to 
the  needs  of  a  family  under  these  conditions. 

We  believe  that  the  program  could  be  restructured  so  that  some 
of  these  problems  could  be  alleviated  if  due  consideration  were  given 
to  the  needs  of  the  recipients. 
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Further  on  I  would  simply  like  to  point  out  that  the  procedures 
that  are  used  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  arriving  at  the 
amounts  that  people  have  to  invest  in  food  stamps  are  relatively  arbi¬ 
trary  and  based  on  standards  that  are  arrived  at  apart  from  the  Indi¬ 
vidual  needs  frequently  apart  from  the  needs  that  could  be  identified 
with  a  particular  case. 

I  would  cite  the  case  of  the  problem  encountered  by  an  urban  family 
living  in  an  area — let  us  say  New  York  State,  or  Illinois,  or  some  place 
where  there  are  large  metropolitan  concentrations  and  the  rural  fam¬ 
ily  where  the  food  budget  estimate  would  be  weighted  toward  the 
budget  that  urban  families  "would  have,  and  there  would  be  additional 
items,  and  then  the  rural  family  would  be  required  to  spend  a  certain 
percentage  of  the  budget  on  the  food  stamps.  And  the  basic  problem 
this  imposes  is  that  the  people  frequently  cannot  afford  to  put  the 
amount  of  money  into  the  food  stamps  that  they  are  required  to  put  in ; 
therefore,  they  either  are  forced  not  to  participate  in  the  program— 
they  cannot  afford  to  put  up  the  money— or  they  participate  in  the 
program,  but  this  works  a  great  hardship  on  families  in  other  areas, 
which  is  causing  another  need  that  families  may  have. 

There  is  some  experience  in  Mississippi  which  is  particularly  ger¬ 
mane  to  this  question  of  participation  where  many  counties  which 
have  previously  been  participating  in  the  commodity  distribution  pro¬ 
gram  have  been  going  to  the  food  stamp  program.  There  have  been 
some  studies  made  that  the  dropouts  among  these  people  who  have  been 
receiving  commodity  distribution,  a  program  which  has  a  lot  of  prob¬ 
lems  associated  with  it,  that  I  will  not  go  into,  that  three-quarters  of 
the  people  in  eight  counties  of  the  study  who  have  been  receiving  com¬ 
modities,  which  shows  they  knew  of  the  program,  they  were  eligible 
for  the  program,  and  they  had  sufficiently  low  incomes,  with  suffi¬ 
cients  that  they  wanted  to  participate  in  the  program,  and  three- 
quarters  of  the  people  were  forced  out  of  the  program  when  the  food 
stamp  program  replaced  the  commodity  distribution  program.  And 
the  reason  for  this,  for  this  dropout  can  be  seen  if  one  looks  more  care¬ 
fully  at,  for  example,  how  the  budgeting  is  done. 

On  the  second  page  of  my  statement  I  give  an  example  of  the 
budget  standard  requirements.  If  a  family  has  an  income — this  is 
Mississippi — in  the  range  of  zero  to  $30  per  month  total  income — - 
and  I  might  say  that  there  are  a  lot  of  families  that  have  no  income — 
that  a  family  of  six  with  such  an  income  is  asked  to  spend  or  is  asked 
to  spend  $12  a  month  on  the  purchase  of  stamps.  That  family  re¬ 
ceives,  if  it  can  get  up  to  $12,  $70  worth  of  stamps.  The  $58  bonus 
is  really  quite  susbtantial,  really  quite  helpful  if  it  can  find  the 
initial  $12  to  put  into  the  program.  Obviously,  a  family  that  has  no 
income  cannot  put  up  the  $12  and  many  of  the  people  with  an  income 
of  $30  are  being  asked  to  put  up  $12,  into  food  stamps,  frequently 
can  cause  serious  problems  in  other  areas. 

This  simply  identifies  the  insensitivity  of  the  standards  to  the 
actual  needs  that  people  have  in  terms  of  operating  under  one  of 
these  programs. 

So  there  are  a  lot  of  other  problems  associated  with  the  program. 
I  might  mention  the  welfare  recipient  and  the  people  who  are  in  the 
program  cannot  buy  toothpaste,  toilet  paper,  and  other  needed  house- 
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hold  items  that  normally  are  available  in  grocery  stores  and  food 
markets,  those  are  not  included  because  they  are  nonfood  products. 
This  would  be  a  lesser  problem,  of  course,  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact 
that  they  have  to  put  such  a  large  percentage  of  their  budget  into  these 
food  stamps  in  the  first  place. 

I  might  say  that  in  my  dealing  with  recipients  with  the  problems, 
as  to  the  question  of  beer,  tobacco  and  alcoholic  beverages  it  has  never 
arisen.  I  have  never  heard  a  complaint  from  people  that  they  could 
not  buy  such  items  as  these.  The  needs  for  low  income  people  is  so 
basic  and  the  myth  has  been  so  overstated  about  the  misuse  of  this 
program,  I  think  that  this  should  be  pointed  out. 

There  are  other  problems,  other  policies,  that  aggravate  these  prob¬ 
lems.  I  simply  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  stamps  are  non- 
transferable,  which  increases  the  burden.  In  fact,  if  you  have  an 
emergency  and  you  need  to  get  some  cash,  there  is  no  way  once  you 
have  gotten  into  the  program  of  redeeming  the  stamps  for  cash,  either 
by  going  back  to  the  agency,  and  you  are  not  permitted  to  transfer 
these  to  another  person  who  may  have  a  need  for  the  stamps. 

There  are  also  problems  that  arise  over  the  fact  that  the  stamps 
are  frequently  issued  on  a  given  day  during  a  given  limited  period. 
And  the  merchant  then  raises  all  the  prices.  There  are  misuses  along 
the  line  of  the  merchant  cheating — there  have  been  complaints  about 
the  merchant  cheating,  because  in  many  jurisdictions  they  require 
the  merchant  to  tear  the  stamps  out  and  make  it  easy  for  him  to  tear 
out  stamps  which  are  more  than  the  recipents  are  actually  supposed 
to  be  paying  for  the  product. 

I  would  like  to  get  on  to  a  few  of  the  recommendations  that  might 
be  made  for  improving  and  changing  the  food  stamp  distribution 
program. 

The  main  thing  that  really  should  be  done  is  that  instead  of  giving 
stamps  at  all,  it  would  be  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  smiply 
to  give  the  bonus  amount  of  money  in  cash  to  the  recipient.  It  has 
been  said  here  that  the  recipients  would  not  spend  the  money  on  food. 
That  I  think  is  an  irresponsible  statement.  The  experts  within  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  have  told  me  that  they  are  quite  sure  that 
at  least  one-third  of  such  income  if  it  were  given  in  cash  would  be 
spent  on  food  and  probably  a  higher  percentage  because  that  if  the 
normal  distribution  that  the  low  income  people  normally  spend.  And 
if  they  got  another  dollar  they  would  spend  at  least  one-third  of  it 
on  foodstuffs.  This  would  then  serve  the  purposes  of  the  program 
in  terms  of  increasing  the  consumption  of  food  surpluses.  It  would 
be  less  efficient  than  if  you  forced  the  people  to  spend  100  percent  of 
the  money  on  food,  but  I  would  submit  that  some  reduction  in  the 
consumption  of  efficiency  is  desirable  if  we  are  to  have  a  program 
that  is  to  best  serve  the  needs  of  the  people  who  are  the  recipients  of 
the  program. 

Another  alternative  that  would  probably  increase  the  efficiency  and 
probably  not  work  too  great  a  hardship  would  be  if  the  bonus  amount 
was  given  in  stamps  but  the  recipient  still  not  have  to  pay  any  cash 
for  the  stamps.  If  you  were  certified  for  a  certain  amount  of  food 
stamp  bonus  that  you  simply  would  get  the  bonus  amount  in  cash. 

People  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  argue  that  the  reason  that 
they  do  not  do  such  a  program  is  that  it  is  less  efficient,  so  far  as  the 
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■"consumption  of  food  is  concerned  and  that  the  recipient  might  indeed 
spend  some  of  his  principal  of  the  food  budget  on  other  kinds  of  items. 
I  do  not  think  that  it  would  go  into  tobacco  and  alcoholic  beverages; 
that  is,  any  significant  amount,  but  I  think  that  they  would  in  fact 
go  into  some  degree  of  other  very  needed  items  and  that  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  portion  of  it  would  still,  of  course,  be  spent  on  food. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  kinds  of  things  that  might  be  done  to 
relieve  the  pressures  that  I  think  many  feel  are  less  desirable. 

One  which  I  might  simply  cite  is  that  there  be  set  aside  a  range  of 
investment  into  the  food  stamps  instead  of  having  a  fixed  dollar 
amount,  and  this  range,  for  example,  in  the  case  that  I  cited  of  a  family 
from  zero  to  $30  per  month  income  might  be  specified  instead  of  saying 
that  a  family  of  six  with  zero  income  must  spend  $12  on  food  stamps 
and  you  would  give  a  range  and  say  that  they  could  spend  from  zero 
dollars,  recognizing  the  fact  that  they  might  not  have  any  money  to 
spend  up  to  $12  a  month  in  the  food  stamps  and  then  they  would  be 
given  the  bonus,  and  the  exact  definition  of  where  the  amount  they 
actually  spent  could  be  determined  would  be  by  the  local  welfare 
department  in  consultation  with  the  individual  family  rather  than 
imposing  this  arbitrary  Government  standard  as  to  what  people  must 
buy  in  the  program. 

These  are  then  measures  that  could  greatly  relieve  the  tensions  and 
the  problems  caused  to  the  recipients  and  would,  I  believe,  cause 
greatly  increased  participation  in  the  programs. 

I  might  mention  that  the  Department  is  optimistic  about  the  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  program.  In  fact,  the  participation  rates  are  very  low 
among  the  people  who  are  otherwise  eligible  as  the  dropout  rate,  as 
I  indicated  in  my  statement  clearly  tends  to  show. 

There  are  other  matters  that  I  think  might  be  taken  that  are  very 
important.  One  is  actually  fundamental  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  local  welfare  departments  be  required  to  make  the 
regulations  that  govern  these  programs  available  to  the  public,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  recipients  of  the  program.  I  have  noticed  that  many  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  here  have  not  had  access  to  the  regula¬ 
tions  that  govern  the  programs  and  did  not  know  how  to  respond  to 
'complaints  that  recipients  had  made  that  they  were  not  being  fairly 
treated  under  the  program. 

This  is  a  general  program  with  these  programs  that  the  regulations 
are  not  made  available  to  the  people  as  to  what  their  entitlements  are 
under  the  program  and  under  what  rules  the  programs  operate. 
They  should  be  simple  information,  widely  distributed  and  widely 
available  under  these  programs.  I  might  mention  that  I  requested 
from  the  Food  Stamp  Division  the  regulations  that  govern  the  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  various  States  and  was  told  recently  that  it  is  their 
policy  that  they  could  not  make  these  informations  available  to  me 
unless  they  got  some  prior  approval  within  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  illustrates  the  fact  that  one  cannot  routinely  simply  get 
this  information  on  a  regular  basis,  yet  alone  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  having  affirmative  programs  of  seeing  that  the  informa¬ 
tion  is  readily  distributed  to  the  recipients. 

Finally,  there  should  be  measures  which  would  govern  the  problem 
that  there  are  not  adequate  outlets,  particularly  in  many  of  the  large 
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urban  centers  in  the  ghetto  areas  where  people  or  recipients  can  get  a 
fair  deal  from  local  merchants. 

Consumer  problems  have  received  increasing  attention  in  the  pov¬ 
erty  program.  One  suggestion  that  we  offer  is  that  the  Government 
make  a  commissary  facility  available  to  low-income  people  and  per¬ 
haps  establish  Government-operated  food  commissaries  in  low-income 
areas  in  which  case  the  buying  power  of  the  Federal  Government  could 
be  brought  to  bear  to  allow  the  recipients  of  these  programs  access  to 
food  relatively  low  priced  rather  than  at  the  very  high  prices  that 
they  are  frequently  forced  to  pay  because  they  are  captive  audiences  in 
these  communities. 

In  conclusion  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  present  policies  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  which  force  and  require  the  purchase 
of  stamps,  particularly  for  welfare  recipients,  if  they  want  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  Federal  Government’s  program  violates  the  money  payment 
principles  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  This  says  that  the  recipient  of 
public  assistance  is  entitled  to  have  this  public  assistance  in  cash  and 
is  to  determine  the  expenditure  of  these  funds  as  he  sees  fit.  And  if 
there  are  some  vestiges  of  a  voluntary  nature  to  this  program  which 
perhaps  avoids  the  letter  of  the  conflict  of  the  act,  it  certainly  violates 
the  principle  of  the  act  and  I  think,  certainly  we  believe,  works  great 
hardship  on  the  recipients  in  the  program. 

We  believe  the  food  stamp  program  should  be  continued  and  in  fact 
greatly  expanded  but  that  these  onerous  restrictions  certainly  should 
be  eliminated  in  the  expansion  of  the  program. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  was  wondering  if  you  would  mind  telling  us  what 
you  are  a  doctor  of  ? 

Mr.  Wiley.  I  am  a  Ph.  D.  in  organic  chemistry. 

Mr.  Rarick.  You  are  a  medical  physician? 

Mr.  Wiley.  Ph.D. 

Mr.  Rarick.  And  is  the  gentleman  beside  you  Mr.  Rachlin? 

Mr.  Wiley*.  Mr.  Carl  Rachlin. 

Mr.  Rarick.  Mr.  Rachlin,  you  are  an  attorney  of  some  national 
recognition,  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Rachlin.  I  had  the  occasion  to  take  up  to  the  Supreme  Court  a 
case  in  Louisiana  and  I  won  that  ease. 

Mr.  Rarick.  And  your  office  is  in  New  York — your  address  is  what? 

Mr.  Rachlin.  150  Nassau  Street,  New  York  City.  I  previously 
had  my  office  at  38  Park  Road  at  the  time  you  may  have  addressed  mail 
to  me  on  the  prior  occasion. 

Mr.  Rarick.  You  have  also  been  represented  in  places  in  suits 
involving  racial  problems? 

Mr.  Rachlin.  I  used  to  be  general  counsel  of  the  Congress  of  Racial 
Equality. 

Mr.  Rarick.  Are  you  also  connected  in  any  way  with  Spartacist? 

Mr.  Rachlin.  I  have  never  heard  of  them — I  do  not  know  what  you 
are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Rarick.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  National  Lawyers  Guild? 

Mr.  Rachlin.  I  am  not  a  member.  I  have  been. 
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Mr.  Earick.  I  notice  in  the  booklet  that  was  passed  out  that  you  in¬ 
dicate  that  the  poor  people  have  a  legal  right  to  this  food.  Is  this 
under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Eachlin.  Legal  rights,  other  than  constitutional  rights — rights 
are  guaranteed  by  the  statute. 

Mr.  Earick.  Guaranteed  by  the  what  ? 

Mr.  Eachlin.  The  statutes  involved — they  have  the  right  to  qualify 
under  the  statute.  If  they  qualify  they  have  a  legal  entitlement  to  the 
benefit  of  the  program. 

Mr.  Earick.  I  noted  from  your  literature  that  there  is  being 
planned  an  organization  and  demonstration  on  behalf  of  the  poor 
people  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Wiley.  Not.  on  behalf  of,  but  by  the  poor  people. 

Mr.  Earick.  By  the  poor  people  ? 

Mr.  Wiley.  Who  are  finally  organizing  and  are  beginning  to  raise 
their  voices  in  protest  against  some  of  these  injustices  that  are  per- 
pretated  upon  them  by  many  of  these  programs. 

Mr.  Earick.  This  is  a  voluntary  act  against  the  oppression  of  the 
American  Government,  is  that  it  ? 

Mr.  Wiley.  In  many  States,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  Georgia,  Ala¬ 
bama,  particularly,  the  people  are  denied  benefits,  public  assistance 
benefits,  welfare  benefits  by  arbitrary  rules  which  do  not  relate  to  the 
needs  that  the  family  has  for  such  assistance. 

For  example,  the  substitute  parent  rule,  for  example,  are  some  of 
the  worst  which  are  implied  to  deny  people. 

Mr.  Earick.  Y ou  are  against  marriage  ? 

Mr.  Wiley.  To  deny  them  public  assistance.  I  am  for  marriage. 
And  one  of  the  things  that  I  must  say  is  that  in  most  of  these 
States - 

Mr.  Earick.  Are  you  for  people  working  ? 

Mr.  Wiley.  In  most  of  these  cases  if  there  is  an  unemployed  man 
in  the  household  they  are  denied  any  assistance  whether  there  is  a  job 
available  to  that  person  or  not.  And  this  is  one  of  the  very  basic  in¬ 
justices  of  the  program — one  of  the  things — one  of  the  reasons  why 
there  are  in  many  of  the  Southern  States  there  are  so  many  people 
that  qualify  for  food  stamps  than  qualify  for  public  assistance,  for 
example.  I  think  in  Mississippi  there  are  two  or  three  people  who 
qualify  for  food  stamps  who  do  not  qualify  for  public  assistance  that 
have  equally  low  income  because  those  people  are  denied - 

Mr.  Earick.  You  did  not  answer.  Are  you  against  working? 

Mr.  Wiley.  I  am  very  much  for  working,  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  Earick.  Idas  your  organization  done  anything  to  try  to  create 
any  jobs  to  try  to  locate  these  people  where  they  can  put  their  labor 
and  sweat  behind  building  a  better  America  ? 

Mr.  Wiley.  Asa  matter  of  fact,  we  have  as  one  of  the  basic  premises 
of  our  organization  that  people  who  can  work  should  work. 

Mr.  Earick.  Is  that  in  your  booklet,  is  that  in  any  of  your  litera¬ 
ture? 

Mr.  Whey.  It  is  in  our  literature  which  I  can  send  to  the  commit¬ 
tee.  We  have  proposed - 

Mr.  Earick.  Is  it  in  the  literature  that  you  have  given  us  here  this 
morning  ? 
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Mr.  Wiley.  We  submitted  background  about  a  little  bit  of  the  his¬ 
tory,  about  the  identification  of  our  organization — I  could  submit  to 
you  the  goals  developed — the  national  welfare  rights  movement — at 
its  two  national  meetings  which  have  been  held  which  you  will  find 
include  asking  the  Government  to  step  in  and  create  jobs  where  there 
are  no  jobs  available  to  people. 

Mr.  Rarick.  Let  me  ask  you  this.  If  these  are  such  poor  people 
and  you  have  a  six-page  booklet  here  on  your  organization  all  over  the 
United  States,  how  do  you  support  this  ?  How  do  you  raise  the  money 
to  go  to  these  meetings  ? 

Mrs.  Horn.  We  are  very  glad  to  be  here  today  and  to  hear  some  of 
the  statements  that  have  been  made  in  this  room. 

Being  a  recipient  myself  I  really  feel  outraged — I  really  do,  you 
know,  to  hear  some  of  this.  I  am  really  surprised  as  to  how  the  power 
structure  works.  I  was  incensed  myself  upon  the  basis  of  your  say¬ 
ing,  of  getting  up  there  twitting  us  and  all  of  this  stuff,  that  if  they 
could,  that  if  they  were  able  to  they  would  do  so,  but  as  a  recipient  and 
speaking  for  the  millions  and  millions  of  recipients  I  feel  that  if  I  can 
receive  a  welfare  check  I  do  not  feel  that  I  can  live  like  a  slave  or 
should  feel  even  being  looked  at  like  a  slave.  I  feel  as  I  am  an  Ameri¬ 
can  citizen.  I  feel  as  though  when  you  make  up  a  program  that  you 
should  think  of  the  people  as  Americans — that  you  are  making  it  up 
for  Americans  and  not  for  people  who  are  slaves  or  something,  like 
you  should  get  a  different  idea.  This  is  America.  This  hurts  and  it 
is  wrong. 

Mr.  Rarick.  Have  you  heard  me  say  anything  like  that  ? 

Mrs.  Horn.  We  are  doing — we  definitely  do. 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  have  been  a  judge  for  5  years  where  the  black  people 
consisted  of  70  percent  of  the  population.  I  have  heard  many  family 
problems  in  court.  I  have  faced  judicial  concern  in  trying  to  find  out 
who  the  mammas  and  the  daddys  were,  and  never  received  any  sup¬ 
port  from  the  RAA.CP  and  CORE  and  other  agitating  people.  Why 
do  you  not  put  some  of  the  money  that  you  are  spending  touring  all 
over  the  country  and  use  it  to  take  care  of  some  of  these  unfortunate 
little  children  ?  After  you  leave  an  area,  of  course,  these  people  are 
all  split  up  and  it  takes  the  white  folks  and  the  colored  folks  a  long 
time  to  overcome  the  hard  feelings  and  to  come  back  together.  That 
is  what  you  denounce  as  the  “power  structure”— local  people  trying  to 
solve  their  own  problems  and  live  as  neighbors.  I  have  not  said  any¬ 
thing  against  this  food  program. 

Mrs.  Horn.  But  you  have. 

Mr.  Rarick.  When  you  cannot  trust  your  own  kind,  what  should 
be  done  is  to  give  them  bread  and  milk  and  to  give  them  food.  They 
are  not  going  to  use  distributed  food  on  parties.  I  know  that.  We 
know  that  they  are  not  going  to  trade  food  in  the  hand  on  Sweet  Lucy 
wine. 

Mrs.  Horn.  I  do  not  think  any  of  it  is. 

Mr.  Rarick.  They  will  feed  their - 

Mrs.  Horn.  I  do  not  think  any  of  the  recipients - 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  certainly  have  not  said  anything  that  I  am  against 
your  people,  have  I  ? 

Mrs.  Horn.  But  as  you  started  to  say - 
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Mr.  Rarick.  You  said  that  I  am  a  member  of  the  power  structure. 
I  do  not  know.  I  do  not  think  that  I  am  very  powerful.  I  am  trying 
to  solve  the  problems,  not  to  create  the  problem  or  make  a  problem 
worse. 

Mrs.  Horn.  In  solving  it,  as  you  say,  you  are  trying  to  solve  the 
problems.  I  hoped  that  you  would  look  at  it  from  trying  to  solve  it 
for  American  people  and  not  for  American  slaves. 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  have  not  said  anything  about  slaves. 

Mrs.  Horn.  What  you  are  saying,  you  are  even  looking  down  on  the 
recipients. 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  am  looking  down  on  what? 

Mrs.  Horn.  You  are  the  way  you  are  talking,  the  words  that  you 
used. 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  conducive  of  any  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  bills  that  wTe  are  discussing. 

Mrs.  Horn.  It  is  not. 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  yield  back  my  time. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  other  questions  about  these  bills? 

If  there  are  no  further  questions,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you 
ail. 

This  will  conclude  the  hearing  this  morning.  The  committee  will 
resume  tomorrow  morning  and  we  will  hear  Mrs.  Sullivan  as  the  first 
witness  and  then  Congressman  Sisk  and  then  Congressman  Vigorito 
and  then  Mr.  Harry  Graham  of  the  National  Grange. 

We  will  include  your  entire  statement  together  with  its  attachments 
in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  George  A.  Wiley  follows :) 

Statement  of  De.  George  A.  Wiley,  Director,  Poverty /Rights  Action  Center 

Chairman  Poage,  members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  George  Wiley.  I  am 
Director  of  the  Poverty /Rights  Action  Center  in  Washington,  D.C.  which  is  the 
national  headquarters  for  welfare  recipient  organizations  across  the  country. 
With  me  are  Mrs.  Etta  Horn,  vice-chairman  of  the  National  Coordinating  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Welfare  Rights  Groups  and  a  welfare  recipient  who  participates  in  the 
food  stamp  program  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia  ;  and  Mr.  Carl  Rachlin  of  the 
Scholarship,  Education  and  Defense  Fund  for  Racial  Equality,  who  serves  as 
general  counsel  to  our  organization. 

The  National  Welfare  Rights  Movement  is  a  federation  of  over  200  welfare 
rights  organizations  from  26  states  and  mere  than  70  communities.  A  list  of 
the  welfare  rights  groups  and  the  brief  history  of  the  welfare  rights  movement 
is  appended  for  your  information. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  was  enacted  with  the  dual  purpose  of  “strength¬ 
ening  our  agricultural  economy”  and  providing  “improved  levels  of  nutrition 
among  low-income  households.”  The  program  may  be  effectively  serving  the 
interests  of  producers,  distributors  and  retailers  of  agricultural  products,  but  is 
insensitive  to  the  needs  and  interests  of  the  low-income  families  that  it  is  also 
supposed  to  serve. 

The  program  appears  to  have  been  conceived,  developed,  and  operated  over  the 
past  two  years  with  little  or  no  consultation  with  recipients  of  food  stamps  and 
little  or  no  consideration  of  hardships  that  the  program  actually  causes  them. 

Lowt  income  people  want  better  nutrition  for  their  families.  They  want  the 
benefits  of  the  food  bonuses  that  the  program  offers.  But  they  do  not  want  the 
severe  budgetary  restrictions  that  the  food  stamp  program  imposes. 

The  most  fundamental  and  universal  complaint  of  food  stamp  recipients  is 
that  they  are  forced  to  comnvit  a  major  portion  of  already  inadequate  budgets 
to  the  purchase  of  food  stamps.  Most  recipients  feel  that  the  amount  they  must 
tie  up  in  food  stamps  is  more  than  they  can  afford  to  spend  on  food  and  still 


EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  19  64 


71 


meet  the  other  needs  of  their  families.  In  addition,  restricting  the  use  of  a 
sizeable  portion  of  a  meager  budget  greatly  increases  financial  hardship. 

A  welfare  recipient  or  low-income  person  is  always  operating  on  a  very  strict 
budget.  His  obligations  for  rent,  utilities,  laundry,  and  transportation  are  rather 
firmly  fixed.  For  most  people  living  below  the  poverty  line  (this  includes  all 
welfare  recipients)  there  is  no  contingency  money  in  the  budget  should  a  child 
need  a  winter  coat  or  a  pair  of  shoes  or  other  special  needs.  Everyone  who  has 
a  family  knows  that  practically  every  month  there  is  some  kind  of  special  need 
or  other  that  was  not  planned  for,  but  which  must  be  met.  For  poor  people 
these  items  have  to  be  managed  by  stretching  the  food  dollar  further  and  simply 
living  on  more  austere  rations. 

It  is  no  consolation  to  a  family  who  is  participating  in  the  food  stamp  program 
to  know  that  the  family  is  eating  well,  if  a  child  has  no  winter  coat  or  shoes 
to  wear  to  school. 

The  procedures  used  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  arrive  at  the  food 
budget  for  an  individual  family  is  subject  to  considerable  question.  Many  factors 
are  apparently  averaged  in  arriving  at  standard  budgets  on  a  regional  basis, 
taking  little  or  no  account  of  either  local  conditions  or  individual  problems  that 
recipients  may  have.  For  example,  rural  families  in  a  largely  urban  area  are 
particularly  penalized.  For  these  families  average  expenditures  for  food  are 
estimated  too  high,  forcing  the  rural  food  stamp  recipients  to  invest  larger 
amounts  in  food  stamp  purchases  than  he  would  normally  spend  for  food.  This 
forces  him  to  impose  additional  hardships  on  bis  family  in  other  budgetary  areas, 
or  forgo  participation  in  the  program  entirely. 

Even  if  the  Department  of  Agriculture  had  accurate  estimates  of  the  average 
amounts  of  money  people  of  a  given  income  and  a  given  family  size  would  spend 
for  food,  this  average  figure  which  they  use  will  be  too  high  for  half  of  the 
recipients  since  roughly  half  of  the  people  wmuld  be  spending  amounts  above 
the  average  and  half  spending  amounts  below  the  average. 

The  serious  nature  of  problems  arising  from  Agriculture’s  arbitrary  standards 
for  food  expenditures  is  seen  most  clearly  in  the  operation  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  in  Mississippi.  There,  large  numbers  of  people  had  been  participating  in 
the  surplus  commodities  program  as  a  means  of  survival.  (This  program  is 
itself  fraught  with  problems,  including  low  quality  of  goods  by  the  time  they  are 
received  by  the  recipient  and  arbitrary  and  discriminatory  distribution  proce¬ 
dures  often  employed  by  local  authorities. ) 

Many  counties  in  Mississippi  are  converting  to  the  food  stamp  program.  A 
study  by  the  U.S.  Civil  Rights  Commission  shows  that  for  eight  of  these  counties 
three-quarters  of  the  people  who  had  been  receiving  commodities  dropped  out  of 
the  food  program  when  their  county  converted  to  food  stamps. 

An  example  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  stamp  purchase  requirements 
should  help  explain  this  high  drop-out  rate.  A  Mississippi  family  of  six  with 
income  in  the  range  of  0  to  30  dollars  per  month  is  asked  to  spend  $12  per  month 
on  stamps  for  which  he  receives  $70  worth  of  stamps.  The  $58  bonus  is  generous 
enough  if  one  can  afford  the  initial  $12. 

Obviously  a  family  with  no  income  cannot  afford  the  $12. 

The  dramatic  drop-out  rate  illustrates  that  substantial  numbers  of  people  w^ho 
needed  the  food  program  (as  witnessed  by  their  participation  in  a  miserable 
commodities  program)  were  eligible  for  the  food  stamp  program  and  knew'  about 
the  food  stamp  program  apparently  could  not  afford  to  participate  due  to  the 
cost  of  the  stamps.  Undoubtedly  many  of  these  who  did  participate  did  so 
at  the  expense  of  other  important  family  needs. 

Several  of  the  other  problems  of  the  program  follow  from  the  problem  of 
having  to  invest  a  large  share  of  one’s  budget  into  the  stamps  in  the  first  place. 
For  example,  a  common  complaint  of  recipients  is  the  fact  that  they  may  not 
buy  items  such  as  soap,  toothpaste,  toilet  paper,  and  other  household  items 
normally  available  in  supermarkets  and  purchased  along  with  the  family  grocer¬ 
ies.  This  complaint  would  have  less  force  were  it  not  for  the  large  cash  invest¬ 
ment  that  the  food  stamp  program  requires  of  families. 

The  problem  of  the  large  cash  investment  required  each  month  for  the  purchase 
of  stamps  is  aggravated  by  several  other  policies  under  which  the  program 
operates.  There  is  pressure  upon  recipients  to  maintain  continuous  participation 
in  the  program  or  suffer  periods  of  disqualification  or  suspension.  This  policy 
aggravates  the  problem  of  a  family  that  has  other  emergency  needs  whi cli  would 
lead  it  to  choose  not  to  buy  food  stamps  in  some  given  month. 
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Of  similar  force  are  the  policies  which  prevent  stamps  from  being  transferred 
from  one  recipient  to  another.  If  the  stamps  were  transferable  or  redeemable 
for  cash  this  would  clearly  help  to  increase  the  flexibility  of  the  recipient’s 
budget. 

There  are  a  number  of  ancillary  problems  that  flow  from  the  program.  Many 
recipients  feel  that  they  are  stigmatized  in  the  stores  where  they  purchase 
because  the  use  of  the  stamps  identifies  them  as  a  welfare  recipient  or  other 
low-income  person. 

There  are  also  problems  in  many  jurisdictions  which  require  the  merchant 
to  detach  the  stamps.  Recipients  are  sometimes  cheated  since  by  sleight-of-hand 
he  can  slip  out  extra  stamps.  There  is  also  the  fact  that  the  stamps  are  issued 
in  many  areas  on  specific  days  and  local  stores  raise  prices  and  bring  in  lower 
quality  products  around  the  days  the  food  stamps  are  issued. 

Recommendations:  There  are  several  changes  that  should  be  made  in  the 
program  to  make  it  of  greater  benefit  to  the  recipient.  First  it  would  be  far 
better  to  simply  substitute  a  cash  bonus  for  the  whole  food  stamp  process.  That 
is  to  say  if  the  Department  of  Agriculture  determines  that  a  person  of  a  given 
family  size  and  a  given  income  is  entitled  to  a  certain  amount  of  food  stamp 
bonus,  they  should  simply  give  them  that  amount  of  bonus  in  cash  rather  than 
in  stamps. 

This  would  clearly  avoid  all  the  problems  cited  above. 

A  second  alternative  that  would  be  neary  as  good  would  be  again  for  no  cash 
to  he  required  of  the  recipient ,  and  that  the  bonus  be  given  in  the  form  of  food 
stamps.  In  this  case  there  would  be  a  restriction  on  the  way  the  bonus  could  be 
spent,  but  no  restriction  on  the  way  in  which  the  recipients  food  budget  principal 
may  be  used. 

I  am  told  by  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  that  the  objec¬ 
tions  to  these  proposals  is  that  they  tend  to  reduce  the  efficiency  of  the  program,  as 
a  program  for  increasing  food  consumption  and  thereby  making  less  effective  use 
of  agricultural  surpluses  or  agricultural  surplus  productivity. 

Though  these  arguments  are  valid  they  should  be  balanced  against  the  needs 
and  interests  of  the  recipient.  The  proposals  offered  would  reduce  but  not  de¬ 
stroy  the  effectiveness  of  these  programs  in  promoting  food  consumption.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  experts  admit  that  even  if  they  gave  out  dollars  in¬ 
stead  of  stamps,  low-income  people  would  probably  spend  about  a  third  of  each 
dollar  on  food.  The  second  proposal  would  probably  be  even  more  efficient,  prob¬ 
ably  inducing  a  food  consumption  efficiency  of  the  order  of  00  or  60  per  cent  of  the 
extra  dollars  given. 

We  submit  that  it  is  proper  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Congress 
and  the  public  to  accept  some  reduction  of  efficiency  in  the  program  as  a  food 
consumption  program  to  accommodate  interests  and  needs  of  the  low-income 
people  who  are  recipients  of  this  program. 

A  variety  of  other  procedures  might  be  used  to  partially  reduce  the  cash  outlay 
hardship  on  recipients  while  maintaining  a  high  food  consumption  efficiency. 
One  might  be  to  reverse  the  stamp  process  by  issuing  stamps  to  the  retailer  who 
would  issue  the  recipient  stamps  in  proportion  to  food  purchased  for  cash.  The 
recipient  could  then  redeem  his  stamp  credits  for  bonus  stamps  at  periodic  inter¬ 
vals.  Recipients  would  still  carry  a  card  to  certify  his  eligibility  to  the  retailer. 
This  approach  would  not  help  the  family  with  no  income. 

Another  variant  is  for  the  Department,  of  Agriculture  to  specify  an  acceptable 
range  of  stamp  purchase  requirement.  Ranges  should  begin  at  zero  for  families 
with  little  or  no  income.  The  exact  purchase  requirement  would  then  be  worked 
out  on  an  individual  basis  by  the  local  welfare  department  in  consultation  with 
the  recipient. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  contends  that  there  are  discretionary  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  current  regulations  which  allow  the  individual  flexibility  described 
above.  If  this  is  true  few  recipients  know  about  it  and  it  is  seldom  used  by  the 
local  welfare  departments.  Caseworkers  are  frequently  poorly  trained  and  rely 
upon  mechanical  application  of  the  procedures,  i.e.,  reading  from  a  table. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  should  be  required  to  make  the  miles  and  regu¬ 
lations  governing  the  program  available  to  recipients.  This  requirement  should 
also  be  imposed  upon  local  welfare  departments  administering  food  stamp  pro¬ 
grams.  Accessibility  of  this  kind  of  information  is  fundamental  if  the  rights  of 
recipients  under  the  program  are  to  be  protected. 
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A  requirement  that  stamps  be  purchasable  in  smaller  quantities  at  more  fre¬ 
quent  intervals  and  at  decentralized  locations  could  also  provide  some  partial 
relief  to  recipients. 

One  other  idea  would  be  well  worth  attention.  The  surplus  commodity  pro¬ 
gram  which  the  food  stamp  program  replaces  wherever  it  is  adopted  incor¬ 
porates  together  with  many  limitations  an  important  principle — that  is  it  utilizes 
the  potent  buying  power  of  the  federal  government  in  behalf  of  both  producer 
and  consumer. 

Although  we  do  not  often  think  of  it  in  this  connection,  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment  utilizes  this  massive  purchasing  power  on  behalf  of  a  substantial  group 
of  citizens  already  through  its  operation  of  commissaries — essentially  discount 
supermarkets  government-operated  for  the  benefit  of  armed  forces  families. 

We  believe  that  food  stamp  families  should  have  access  to  these  commissaries 
and  that  similar  government  commissaries  could  be  established  in  ghetto  com¬ 
munities  to  jointly  aid  producer  and  consumer  of  food  stuffs.  Such  a  plan  could 
effectively  connect  the  food  stamp  bonus  principle  to  the  massive  purchasing 
power  of  the  government  in  behalf  of  low-income  families,  food  producers  and 
all  of  us. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  that  we  believe  that  the  present  policies  requiring 
the  purchase  of  stamps  violate  the  spirit  if  not  the  letter  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  which  guarantees  recipients  of  public  assistance  the  right  to  money  pay¬ 
ments  to  spend  without  restriction,  as  a  recipient  sees  fit.  The  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  employs  measures  designed  to  subvert  the  ‘'money  payment  principle” 
by  requiring  persons  of  limited  income  to  accept  restriction  on  the  use  of  part 
of  their  income  in  order  to  receive  the  bonus  benefits  that  are  available  from 
the  program. 

We  believe  that  the  food  stamp  program  should  be  continued  and  greatly 
expanded  with  the  elimination  of  the  onerous  restrictions  which  it  now  imposes. 

The  Chairman.  I  also  have  a  telegram  which  I  have  received  which 
will  lie  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point.  It  was  received  from 
Mr.  Oren  Lee  Staley,  president  of  the  National  Farmers  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  Coming,  Iowa. 

It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  telegram  follows :) 

Corning,  Iowa,  March  14, 1967. 

Congressman  Poage, 

Chairman,  House  Agricultural  Committee, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  welcome  this  opportunity  to  offer  our  support  for  the  proposed  food  stamp 
and  child  nutrition  legislation  and  respectfully  request  that  we  be  entered  into 
the  record  as  being  in  support  of  this  legislation. 

Orf.n  Lee  Staley, 

President,  National  Farmers  Organization. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  now  recess  until  10  o’clock  tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:20  p.m.  the  hearing  recessed  to  reconvene  at 
10  a.m.,  Thursday,  March  15, 1967.) 
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THURSDAY,  MARCH  16,  1967 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1301, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  Hon.  W.  R. 
Poage  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  Gathings,  McMillan,  Abernethy, 
Abbitt,  Jones  of  Missouri,  Purcell,  O’Neal,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito, 
Jones  of  North  Carolina,  Nichols,  Montgomery,  Brasco,  Stuckey, 
Rarick,  Belcher,  Teague,  May,  Dole,  Hansen,  Wampler,  Goodling, 
Miller,  Burke,  Mathias,  Mayne,  Zwach,  Ivleppe,  Price,  and  Myers. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  as¬ 
sistant  counsel;  Francis  LeMay,  staff  consultant;  and  Fowler  C.  West, 
assistant  staff  consultant. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  come  to  order. 

We  are  meeting  again  today  for  the  consideration  of  the  several 
bills  that  are  before  us  relating  to  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966 
and  to  the  extension  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964. 

I  believe  our  first  witness  this  morning  is  our  colleague  Mrs.  Leonor 
K.  Sullivan,  a  Member  of  Congress  from  the  State  of  Missouri. 

W e  will  be  delighted  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mrs.  Sullivan. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LEONOR  K.  SULLIVAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  was  anxious  to  testify  because,  with  so  many  new  people  on  your 
committee  this  year,  I  know  there  are  many  questions  about  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Many  of  the  members  do  not  have  food  stamp  projects  in  their 
districts.  Unless  members  have  actually  been  involved  in  seeing  how 
this  distribution  of  food  works  under  the  food  stamp  plan,  they  may 
not  readily  appreciate  the  advantages  this  system  holds  over  direct 
distribution  of  free  food.  I  would  like,  if  I  may,  to  read  my  state¬ 
ment,  and  then  I  will  be  most  happy  to  answer  any  questions  from  the 
members  of  the  committee  that  I  can. 

The  Chairman.  Very  well,  you  may  proceed. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Chairman  Poage  and  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture : 

In  many  respects,  this  is  like  “old  home  week”  for  me,  for  I  have 
testified  before  this  committee  on  so  many  occasions  on  food  stamp 
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legislation  since  the  first  hearings  on  my  first  food  stamp  bill  back 
in  1954  that  I  have  lost  count.  There  were  many  hearings,  and  a  good 
deal  of  heated  controversy  in  all  of  them.  I  hope  this  one  will  be 
different. 

I  hope  now  that  there  will  be  general  agreement  in  this  committee 
that  the  food  stamp  program  makes  sense ;  that  it  works ;  that  it  helps 
the  farmers  by  increasing  substantially  the  domestic  consumption 
of  meat,  fresh  milk,  fresh  eggs,  fresh  fruits,  and  fresh  vegetables; 
that  it  assures  good,  American-standard-of-living  diets  for  millions 
of  needy  Americans  otherwise  going  hungry  in  the  midst  of  agricul¬ 
tural  abundance;  and  that  it  has  been  far  less  expensive  and  far  more 
effective  than  some  of  you  may  have  suspected  when  we  discussed 
the  idea  here  in  previous  years. 

We  did  a  great  deal  of  jousting  in  this  committee  in  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress  but — thanks  to  the  present  chairman  and  to  the  former  chair¬ 
man — a  bill  was  finally  reported  and  it  turned  out  to  be  a  pretty 
good  bill.  I  have  always  been  grateful.  Interestingly  enough,  even 
some  of  the  Members  who  opposed  the  legislation,  and  voted  against 
it,  nevertheless  worked  hard  on  it  in  committee  and  made  good  sug¬ 
gestions,  and  I  appreciated  that,  too. 

Now,  we  have  a  good  program  to  review,  not  a  group  of  pilot  proj¬ 
ects  or  a  mere  idea.  As  I  pointed  out  in  the  material  I  placed  in  the 
Congressional  Record  on  Tuesday  in  preparation  for  these  hearings — - 
material  I  hope  you  all  have  had  a  chance  to  see — more  than  650 
food  stamp  projects  are  now  in  operation,  and  they  are  located  in  the 
congressional  districts  of  more  than  half  of  the  Members  of  the 
House,  plus  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  every  one  of  those  650  or  more  localities,  local  people  made  the 
decision  to  seek  the  program,  State  officials  made  the  request  officially 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  projects  were  instituted 
under  regulations  worked  out  by  the  States  in  cooperation  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  No  project  was  imposed  on  any  locality. 

All  of  these  areas  choose  the  food  stamp  program  in  preference 
to  the  system  of  direct  distribution  of  surplus  food.  They  did  so 
knowing  that  many  of  the  local  beneficiaries  would  grumble  over  the 
fact  that  under  the  one  program  they  had  received  food  handouts  free, 
and  under  the  new  one  they  must  pay  a  sizable — a  very  substantial — 
portion  of  their  income  for  food  in  order  to  obtain  a  better  diet 
than  they  could  possibly  afford  on  their  own  resources. 

In  the  material  I  placed  in  the  Congressional  Record  Tuesday,  I 
listed — by  congressional  districts — all  of  the  projects  now  in  opera¬ 
tion,  those  scheduled  shortly  to  start  as  a  result  of  official  designa¬ 
tion,  and  those  additional  areas  actively  seeking  the.  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  pending  appropriation  of  sufficient  funds  for  further  expan¬ 
sion.  As  I  stated  in  my  remarks  in  the  Record,  I  was  surprised  to 
discover  that  16  of  the  35  members  of  this  committee  do  not  have  the 
food  stamp  program  operating  anywhere  in  their  districts — eight 
of  the  20  Democrats  and  eight  of  the  15  Republicans — and  no  proj¬ 
ects  are  presently  scheduled  to  begin  shortly  in  any  of  those  16 
districts. 

I  am  deeply  sorry  about  that.  I  hope  that  when  H.R.  1318  becomes 
law,  and  additional  funds  can  be  provided  to  expand  the  program  in 
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the  new  fiscal  year,  the  local  officials  in  those  16  districts  can  prevail 
upon  their  State  governments  to  get  busy  and  get  them  included.  1 
am  somewhat  ashamed  that,  except  for  my  own  city  of  St.  Louis,  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  entire  State  of  Missouri  has  been  permitted  by  the 
State  to  come  into  the  program.  We  are  trying  to  change  that  in  the 
State  legislature. 

What  makes  me  particularly  sorry  about  the  fact  that  so  many  of 
the  members  of  this  committee  do  not  have  firsthand  experience  in 
their  own  districts  with  the  food  stamp  program  in  that  they  may  find 
it  hard  to  believe  what  the  rest  of  us  say  about  the  wonderful  achieve¬ 
ments  of  this  program — in  making  food  purchasers  out  of  millions 
of  people  previously  existing  on  the  thin  edge  of  hunger  and  subsist¬ 
ing  on  the  wrong  foods — usually  whatever  came  free  in  wliat  they  call 
in  some  areas,  “living  on  the  commodities.” 

Every  Member  of  Congress  who  has  had  food  stamp  projects  oper¬ 
ating  for  any  length  of  time  in  his  district  can  tell  heart  warming 
stories  about  the  change  the  food  stamp  plan  has  brought  to  elderly 
couples  on  social  security,  families  on  relief,  and  large  families  where — 
no  matter  how  hard  he  might  work — the  father  could  never  earn 
enough  to  feed  the  family  adequately  and  still  pay  for  rent  and  other 
necessities. 

I  have  said  it  before,  and  I  am  not  shy  about  saying  it  here :  If  there 
had  been  a  food  stamp  program  in  operation  in  St.  Louis  when  I  was 
a  girl,  my  parents  and  the  nine  children  in  our  family  undoubtedly 
would  have  qualified  for  participation  from  time  to  time,  and  it  would 
have  been  a  big  help  to  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  proud  of  what  this  committee  3  years  ago 
helped  me  to  achieve.  True,  there  were  some  unusual  political  aspects 
then  to  the  fight  over  the  legislation.  I  dimly  recall  there  was  a  wheat- 
corn  bill  also  struggling  to  win  House  passage;  and  I  have  read  some¬ 
where  that  there  was  something  known  as  a  quid  pro  quo,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  Latin  for  “if  the  farm  folks  want  a  wheat-corn  bill,  we  city 
folks  want  a  food  stamp  bill.” 

Whatever  the  circumstances  which  led  this  committee  to  vote  for 
the  food  stamp  bill  in  1964 — and  for  similar  legislation  in  1959  after 
having  previously  turned  it  down  both  times- — the  end  result  has  more 
than  justified  the  courage  and  wisdom  this  committee  demonstrated. 
For,  long  after  our  wheat  and  corn  surpluses  may  be  things  of  the  past 
in  a  hungry  world,  the  food  stamp  program  you  passed  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  still  be  operating;  that  is,  if  American  farmers  continue  to  pro¬ 
duce  more  than  Americans  can  buy  and  consume,  and  if  H.E.  1318  is 
enacted  to  authorize  further  appropriations  after  this  fiscal  year. 

Please  keep  in  mind  that  the  food  stamp  program  is  not  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  welfare  payments.  No  State  may  reduce  welfare  benefits 
because  of  the  operation  of  the  food  stamp  program.  Since  a  rather 
high  percentage  of  the  welfare  family’s  income  must  go  for  food— 
and  nothing  else — under  the  food  stamp  program,  the  States  will  still 
have  to  revise  welfare  benefits  to  meet  other  needs  of  their  needy, 
regardless  of  the  food  assistance.  But  in  making  the  food  stamp 
program  possible,  this  committee  has  increased  food  consumption  here 
in  the  United  States.  Since  we  have  been  so  successful  in  feeding  the 
hungry  elsewhere  for  so  many  years,  it  is  a  source  of  real  satisfaction 
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to  know  that  so  many  of  our  own  needy  are  also  eating  well,  and 
that  additional  needy  families  in  the  area  not  now  enjoying  this  fine 
program  can  eventually  be  covered  under  it,  too,  if  this  bill  passes. 

If  we  enact  H.R.  1318,  calling  for  an  open-ended  program  limited 
only  by  the  funds  Congress  actually  appropriates  each  year,  we  are 
not  running  a  risk  of  overexpansion  or  excessive  cost.  Just  remem¬ 
ber  that  when  economic  conditions  improve,  many  beneficiaries  auto¬ 
matically  go  off  the  program;  and  as  retraining  programs  succeed, 
and  also  our  many  educational  opportunity  programs,  persons  or 
families  now  eligible  for  food  stamps  will  increase  their  incomes  and 
leave  the  food  stamp  prgram  for  good.  If  there  shall  ever  be  a 
sudden  upward  surge  in  participation  in  food  stamp  projects  be¬ 
cause  of  recession  or  other  cause,  however,  it  would  not  mean  an  auto¬ 
matic  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  program;  for  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  still  stands  and  there  would  have  to  be  a  proportional  cutback 
in  the  issuance  of  free  stamps  to  keep  the  program  within  budget 
allowances — unless  Congress  should  decide  to  vote  additional  funds. 
So  we  have  complete  control  from  that  standpoint.  No  deficits  may 
develop  in  this  program  by  reason  of  expanded  participation. 

You  have  given  the  American  people — those  who  need  help — a 
taste  of  what  it  is  like  to  eat  well  and  to  provide  their  children  with 
the  kind  of  food  they  require  for  strong  and  healthy  growth.  The 
members  of  this  committee,  particularly  those  who  voted  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  3  years  ago,  can  be  deeply  proud  of  their  legislative  handiwork. 
Those  who  now  vote  for  this  bill,  H.R.  1318,  will  also  share  the  same 
pride  as  this  program  continues  and  expands.  Hungry  people,  I  am 
sure,  will  bless  you  for  what  this  program  means  to  them.  And  we 
can  all  sleep  better  after  a  good  hearty  dinner  knowing  that,  fresh 
meat,  and  fresh  eggs,  and  fresh  milk,  and  fresh  fruits,  and  fresh 
or  canned  or  frozen  vetgetables  and  juices,  and  all  of  the  good  things 
in  the  stores  which  we  take  for  granted  as  part  of  our  daily  diets  are 
also  now  within  the  reach  of  those  who,  for  grinding  long  years,  have 
lived  on  dried  beans,  powdered  milk,  powdered  eggs,  com  meal, 
starches  and  flour,  and,  occasionally  some  butter  or  canned  meat;  and 
who  seldom  knew  what  it  was  like  to  eat  a  decent,  well  balanced,  ade¬ 
quately  nutritious  meal. 

I  urge  your  prompt  approval  of  H.R.  1318  and,  with  your  help,  its 
expeditious  passage  by  the  House  and  enactment  into  law,  so  that 
this  excellent  program  can  go  forward — not  wither  and  die  after  so 
dramatically  establishing  its  value  to  this  Nation,  to  our  agriculture, 
to  the  food  industry,  and,  most  important  of  all,  to  those  Americans 
who  need  a  little  help  in  making  a  go  of  it  in  the  richest  country  in 
the  world. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Sullivan. 

You  have  made  an  excellent  statement.  Something  which  is  worth 
the  consideration  of  the  committee.  I  think  that  your  statement  should 
go  a  long  way  to  clear  up  some  of  the  questions  which  arose  yesterday 
through  the  testimony  of  certain  witnesses  who  seemed  to  be  more 
interested  in  receiving  a  handout  without  working  than  they  were  in 
whether  anyone  was  going  t,o  have  an  opportunity  to  work  for  a 
living.  I  think  it  is  clear,  from  what  you  have  said,  that  the  food 
stamp  program  as  it  is  now  functioning  does  not  provide  for  a  handout 
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•of  money  to  anyone,  but  simply  provides  an  opportunity  for  those  who 
are  willing  to  spend  a  part  of  their  income  on  food  to  get  a  better  meal. 

Mrs.  SuiiLrv'AN.  I  would  like  to  cite  the  St.  Louis  experience  when 
this  program  started  there.  But,  first,  I  want  to  present  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  man  who  has  worked  with  me  for  the  last  14  years  to  help  get 
this  plan  into  being,  Mr.  Charles  B.  Holstein,  who  originally  was 
in  my  office  when  this  legislation  was  first  introduced;  and  who  is  now 
Avith  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  as  a  member  of  the 
staff  on  the  Consumers  Affairs  Subcommittee.  If  we  get  into  some 
of  the  more  complex  details,  he  may  be  able  to  help  me. 

I  heard  several  questions  yesterday  about  the  regulations  for  the 
stamp  program,  and  something  to  the  effect  that  if  a  person  would  pay 
$2,  they  would  get  $10  worth  of  stamps.  That  would  be  a  rather 
extreme  case. 

On  page  A-1286  of  Tuesday's  Congressional  Record,  I  have  listed 
some  of  the  purchase  requirements  based  on  family  size  and  income, 
and  these  vary  widely.  It  is  not  $10  worth  for  $2,  but  a  sliding  scale. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  when  this  program  first  started,  these  regula¬ 
tions  were  set  up  by  the  Department  to  apply  in  the  same  way  to 
places  like  Detroit,  St.  Louis,  or  any  large  city,  as  they  were  supposed 
to  operate  in  rural  areas  such  as,  say,  down  in  the  district  of  our  col¬ 
league,  Paul  Jones,  down  in  what  we  call  Little  Dixie,  where  they  have 
economic  standards  entirely  different  from  those  in  the  big  cities  where 
rents  and  other  expenses  are  so  much  different.  After  months  and 
months,  and  many  telephone  calls  and  conferences,  fighting  con¬ 
stantly  with  the  Department  here  and  the  State  welfare  people,  we 
got.  the  regulations  made  more  flexible,  to  meet  the  distinctive  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  various  areas  where  the  program  operates. 

Let  me  just  give  you  one  example  here :  This  is  for  a  family  of  seven 
with  an  income — I  will  start  with  the  lowest — up  to  $39  a  month. 
They  would  have  to  use  $14  of  their  own  money,  and  they  would  get  a 
total  of  $78  worth  of  coupons,  so  that  the  bonus  would  be  $64  for 
that  family  of  seven  with  $39.99  income  per  month. 

Now,  we  will  go  to  the  highest,  a  family  of  seven  with  an  income 
of  $360  to  $389.99  per  month  would  have  to  spend  $112  of  their  own 
money,  and  they  would  get  back  $148  worth  of  stamps,  giving  them 
a  bonus  only  of  $36.  That  is  for  seven  people  in  the  family  with  a 
top  income  of  1  penny  under  $400  a  month.  That  is  a  sample  of  the 
range  of  income  covered.  For  smaller  families,  the  requirements,  of 
course,  are  different. 

This  plan  has  worked  for  people  Avho  have  never  received  1  cent  of 
welfare,  but  who  are  in  the  low-income  group.  The  husband  is  work¬ 
ing,  but  the  family  income  is  too  Ioav  to  enable  that  family  to  eat 
properly.  Such  families  put  up,  according  to  the  charts  that  are  made 
up  for  the  number  in  the  family  and  the  size  of  the  income,  the  amount 
of  money  they  would  normally  be  expected  to  spend  for  food  and 
with  that  amount  they  can  buy  the  stamps  and  get  a  bonus,  according 
to  their  salary  and  according  to  the  number  in  the  household,  to 
assure  a  good,  low-cost  nutritious  diet. 

In  St.  Louis,  when  we  put  this  into  effect,  in  January  1963,  thou¬ 
sands  of  families  previously  getting  free  food  failed  to  sign  up  for 
food  stamps.  We  dropped  from — I  am  not  certain  about  (lie  exact 
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number,  but  from  something  like  50,000  people  who  had  been  receiv¬ 
ing  the  direct  food  distribution  handouts  once  a  month  of  dried  beans, 
dried  milk,  flour,  and  things  like  that,  to  about  7,500  on  the  food  stamp 
program.  Under  the  free  food  program  if  anyone  looked  like  they 
needed  help  or  wanted  extra  food,  they  would  apply,  and  because  it 
was  food  that  was  just  being  given  out,  with  few  questions  asked  the}' 
did  not  have  to  go  through  the  kind  of  careful  certification  that  they 
now  must  go  through  when  they  get  stamps,  and,  as  I  have  started 
to  say,  the  total  number  of  people  going  from  the  old  program  to  the 
new  one  dropped  from  somewhere  around  50,000  to  about  7,500. 

This  indicated  two  things:  People  had  been  receiving  free  food  who 
should  not  have  received  it;  also,  people  got  the  idea  of  “Why  should 
I  pay  my  own  money  for  food  stamps  when  I  was  getting  food  free 
and  I  could  use  my  money  for  whatever  else  I  wanted;  I  could  use  it 
for  anything  that  I  wanted  to  use  it  for.”  It  took  a  great  deal  of  edu¬ 
cation  on  the  benefits  of  the  food  stamp  program  to  get  the  people  who 
needed  this  help  to  sign  up  for  it  and  buy  the  stamps.  Also,  we  had 
to  make  the  purchase  requirements  more  practical.  Some  people  just 
did  not  have  the  money  they  were  asked  to  pay  for  the  food  stamps. 
We  had  the  regulations  made  more  flexible  and  now  we  have  three 
times  as  many  people  participating  as  we  did  at  first. 

I  remember  a  question  that  someone  asked  the  Department  yes¬ 
terday — as  to  the  people  who  administered  the  food  stamp  programs — ■ 
whether  there  were  enough  people  properly  trained  to  answer  the 
questions  of  those  who  were  inquiring  about  the  program  and  how 
to  participate  in  it.  I  may  say  that  in  St.  Louis,  for  almost  a  year 
after  the  program  started,  the  caseworker,  the  social  worker  or  the 
office  employee  in  the  food  stamp  office  was  inadequately  trained  or 
just  didn’t  care  about  getting  the  proper  information  to  the  people 
who  came  before  them. 

The  first  question  they  asked  was:  “What  is  your  income?”  And 
when  they  found  that  out,  they  might  say:  “You  do  not  qualify,”  and 
they  would  not  ask  for  further  details;  they  would  not  ask  what  the 
expenses  of  the  family  were;  they  would  not  ask  for  any  details,  and 
it  was  only  after  constant  pushing  on  my  part  and  on  the  part  of 
others,  that  this  was  changed.  Since  then,  great  progress  has  been 
made  and  participation  has  tripled  to  23,000  people. 

And  this  is  why  I  say  that  any  member  who  has  a  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  in  his  own  district  and  has  not  had  these  experiences  should 
inquire  into  the  program  in  his  locality.  It  is  interesting.  You  can 
do  a  great  deal  from  this  end  to  cut  out  a  lot  of  redtape  and  help  the 
needy  to  obtain  a  good  diet  for  their  families. 

One  of  our  settlement  houses  had  some  300  women  volunteers  who 
went  into  the  poorer  neighborhoods,  going  from  door  to  door,  to  visit 
with  the  families  to  see  what  their  problems  were — to  see  what  the 
conditions  of  the  families  were — and  to  try  to  help.  They  were  sign¬ 
ing  the  elderly  for  medicare  and  while  in  these  homes  they  explained 
in  detail  what  the  food  stamp  plan  was  and  why  they  had  to  put  up 
their  own  money  in  order  to  get  the  stamps.  They  also  explained  that 
if  the  household  could  show  expenses  for  rent  that  were  higher  than 
one-third  of  their  income,  and  if  they  could  show  monthly  medical 
bills  that  were  constant,  these  things  would  be  taken  into  consideration 


EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  1964 


81 


in  determining  the  portion  of  their  income  which  had  to  be  budgeted 
for  food  stamps,  depending  upon  the  number  of  people  in  the  family. 
W1  len  the  people  in  low-income  neighborhoods  understood  how  these 
things  worked,  there  were  thousands  of  people  who  could  qualify  who 
decided  to  sign  up,  merely  because  someone  had  taken  the  time  and  the 
trouble  to  go  into  the  details  with  the  families  and  to  go  into  the  back¬ 
ground  of  the  plan. 

In  one  low-income  area  we  had  one  grocery  store  Avhose  owner 
cheated,  who  bought  the  stamps — I  do  not  know  from  how  many  fam¬ 
ilies,  but  he  bought  the  stamps  from  the  families  and  gave  them  some¬ 
thing  else  besides  food  for  these  stamps,  or  applied  the  stamps  to  back 
bills,  or  gave  cash.  The  moment  this  was  found  out— and  it  was  dis¬ 
closed  by  other  recipients  telling  tales  on  the  grocery  store — the  privi¬ 
lege  of  handling  the  stamps  was  taken  away  from  this  grocer  and  he 
could  never  get  back  on  the  program. 

Some  of  his  customers  in  the  area  wrote  to  me  to  ask  if  I  could  not 
make  a  plea  in  his  behalf,  because  this  grocer,  they  said,  had  been  so 
good  to  them  that  they  would  like  to  trade  with  him  again.  My  an¬ 
swer  to  them  was  that  we  definitely  and  purposely  wrote  penalties  into 
the  law  to  prevent  cheating  either  by  the  grocer  or  by  the  recipient,  and 
if  they  did  cheat  then  I  thought  that  the  privilege  should  be  taken 
away.  For  it  was  a  privilege  to  participate. 

Believe  me,  the  punishment  in  this  case  had  a  very  good  effect  on 
others  who  might  have  been  tempted  to  cheat. 

Under  the  program  of  direct  distribution  of  free  food  which  is  still 
going  on  in  some  areas,  and  which  had  previously  been  in  operation  in 
our  area,  I  would  venture  to  say  that  a  great  portion  of  that  free  food 
was  wasted  or  traded  for  other  things  or  sold  for  cash.  In  the  first 
place,  when  these  families  would  come  to  the  central  depot  to  get  their 
handout  of  food  once  a  month,  for  a  large  family,  you  can  stop  and 
figure  how  difficult  it  would  be  to  carry  home  a  month’s  supply  of  flour, 
powdered  milk,  powdered  eggs,  dried  beans,  lard,  cornmeal,  and  so 
on,  and  when  they  got  home,  under  the  conditions  in  which  most  of 
them  lived,  where  they  had  small  space,  where  were  they  going  to  store 
all  of  that  food  ?  It  was  a  real  problem. 

We  know  that  in  some  areas,  when  they  were  getting  the  free  food, 
they  were  selling  some  of  it  or  most  of  it  for  whatever  cash  they  could 
get.  It  was  a  burden.  Many  of  them  said :  “We  cannot  use  up  this 
much  flour  or  dried  milk.” 

One  of  the  other  questions  that  someone  asked  yesterday  was :  “How 
are  these  stamps  spent?”  “Do  the  people  get  an  adequate  diet?” 
That  is  difficult  to  control,  but  we  have  had  good  cooperation  in  my 
area  from  the  settlement  houses,  the  Extension  Service  home  econo¬ 
mists,  and  others.  I  think  it  has  been  true  in  many  other  parts  of 
the  country,  too,  where  the  grocery  owners  themselves  have  often  taken 
an  interest  in  those  who  came  in  with  food  stamps,  to  advise  the  peo¬ 
ple  on  what  to  buy;  because  of  the  criticisms  made  before  the  pro¬ 
gram  began  was  that  when  they  would  get  perhaps  $100  worth  of 
food  stamps  in  their  hands  at  one  time  that  they  would  go  in  and 
see  the  nice  big  delicious  cuts  of  meat  in  the  store  and  all  the  other 
high-priced  items  and  they  might  spend  their  whole  month’s  supply 
for  meat,  with  nothing  left  with  which  to  buy  the  other  staple  foods. 
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Actually,  the  studies  show  that  these  people  have  tried  to  buy  care¬ 
fully. 

The  extension  services  of  the  land  grant  universities  have  extended 
their  activities  to  the  cities  when  the  cities  were  allowed  to  come  into 
the  program,  to  educate  consumers  in  low-income  areas,  to  explain 
to  them  about  a  well-rounded  diet  and  what  kind  of  foods  they  should 
buy ;  that  they  should  not  always  buy  prepared  foods,  all  packaged 
and  ready  to  be  put  on  the  table,  but  instead  buy  the  raw  vegetables 
and  prepare  them  themselves  at  a  substantial  saving;  to  buy  raw 
fruit,  because  they  would  frequently  get  more  nutrition  out  of  things 
of  this  sort  than  they  would  from  foods  which  are  processed  and 
canned  or  boxed,  with  all  the  so-called  “built-in  maid  service”  which  is 
so  common  today  in  so  many  foods  in  the  stores— -at  a  much  higher 
price,  of  course. 

These  are  some  of  the  experiences  we  have  had  in  launching  the 
food  stamp  plan.  It  is  extremely  interesting  to  go  into  this  when  you 
are  called  upon  by  constituents  to  help  solve  some  of  the  problems,  and 
if  you  get  into  it,  it  gets  hold  of  you  and  you  want  to  make  it  more 
perfect,  but  it  will  never  be  perfect.  It  is  a  wonderful  way  to  see  to 
it  that,  needy  people  do  get  a  better  diet.  In  having  low-income  families 
buying,  as  they  do  now,  through  the  local  retail  stores,  we  are  certainly 
helping  farmers,  at  least  indirectly,  by  using  more  food  and  getting 
the  people  to  enjoy  a  more  adequate  diet. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  know  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  want  to  ask  you  questions. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  members  want  to  move  along  expedi¬ 
tiously  with  these  bills  or  not — that  is  up  to  the  committee  entirely— 
and  we  do  not  want  to  cut  anybody  off,  but  I  would  hope  when  you  ask 
questions  you  will  ask  them  expeditiously  and  that  they  will  be  an¬ 
swered  as  shortly  as  is  possible,  because  we  have  several  more  wit¬ 
nesses  to  hear  this  morning,  and  we  should  like  to  hear  these  witnesses, 
and  if  we  have  the  opportunity  we  will  have  an  executive  session.  If 
we  take  too  much  time,  we  will  have  to  come  back  again.  So,  it  is  en¬ 
tirely  up  to  the  committee  as  to  the  amount  of  time  that  we  spend  on 
this. 

Mr.  Gathings? 

Mr.  Gathings.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  commend  the  gentle- 
ladv  for  her  splendid  work  which  has  been  very  successful. 

I  believe  you  introduced  the  first  bill  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Yes,  in  1954. 

Mr.  Gathings.  You  have  been  before  this  committee  a  number  of 
times.  It  would  be  interesting  to  make  a  determination,  it  would  seem 
to  me,  in  those  instances  where  these  families  have  increased  their  in¬ 
come  and  have  moved  out  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

The  program  has  been  in  effect  now  for  almost  3  years.  You  may 
not  have  any  figures  in  that  regard  at  this  time.  It  might  be  a  little 
earlv  to  have  those  figures. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  could  not  tell  you,  Mr.  Gathings,  how  many  have 
graduated  out  of  it  in  St.  Louis.  I  could  not  give  you  that  figure.  Em¬ 
ployment  has  risen  substantially  in  St.  Louis  since  our  program  began 
in  1963.  so  a  lot  of  people  got  jobs  and  went  off  the  program.  We  know 
that.  I  have  some  figures  for  Detroit.  "When  the  program  started 
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there  in  1961,  there  was  12  percent  unemployment,  and  80,000  people 
signed  up  for  food  stamps.  With  unemployment  down  to  6  percent 
in  1964,  there  were  57.000  on  food  stamps.  Now,  with  the  entire  county 
included,  only  45,000  get  the  stamps. 

Could  I  ask:  Before  you  proceed,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  you 
are  going  to  have  any  of  the  food  store  people,  or  food  manufacturers, 
up  here  to  talk  to  you  on  this  ? 

The  Chairman.  None  of  them  have  asked  for  an  opportunity  to  he 
heard. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  The  reason  that  I  ask  is  that  these  gentleman  were 
a  great  help  in  getting  this  program  started.  Their  sales  in  low-income 
neighborhoods  increased  substantially.  I  think  you  will  remember 
that  people  in  the  food  industry  came  before  the  committee  to  express 
their  interest  in  this  legislation  in  previous  years,  because,  of  course, 
it  does  help  the  individual  grocer  to  have  the  people  who  benefit  from 
food  stamps  come  in  and  buy  food,  rather  than  getting  a  direct  handout 
of  commodities  from  some  municipal  warehouse. 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  know  if  it  is  possible ;  I  do  not  know  how 
the  committee  will  vote  on  it,  I  am  not  cutting  anybody  off,  as  I  have 
already  stated,  and  if  they  want  to  come  in  we  will  try  to  hear  them, 
but  I  had  the  thought  that  it  would  be  quite  advantageous  to  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  this  legislation  to  let  us  get  to  a  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  Gathings.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Brasco. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Mrs.  Sullivan,  some  moments  ago  you  recalled  the  situ¬ 
ation  where  there  was  a  merchant  who,  apparently,  abused  the  purpose 
with  respect  to  trading  in  stamps.  Are  there  any  provisions  for  crim¬ 
inal  prosecution  with  respect  to  this  type  of  situation  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Yes;  they  were  written  into  the  law  in  1964.  This 
is  one  of  the  things  that  the  subcommittee  went  over  very  carefully 
when  they  were  working  on  the  bill  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Are  civil  sanctions  contained  in  it,  too  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Let.  me  quote  from  section  14(b)  of  Public  Law 
88-525 : 

Whoever  knowingly  uses,  transfers,  acquires,  or  possesses  coupons  in  any 
manner  not  authorized  by  this  Act  or  the  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall,  if  such  coupons  are  of  the  value  of  $100  or  more,  be  guilty  of  a  felony 
and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned 
for  not  more  than  five  years,  or  both,  or.  if  such  coupons  are  of  a  value  of  less 
of  $100.  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be 
fined  not  more  than  $5,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year  or  both. 

That  is  in  the  law  now.  There  are  similar  penalties  for  fraudu¬ 
lently  presenting  the  stamps  for  payment, 

Mr.  Brasco.  Is  there  any  other  way  that  has  been  introduced  in  the 
case  of  St,  Louis,  other  than  having  someone  inform  on  a  merchant, 
whereby  someone  can  watch  or  see  whether  or  not  the  merchant’s 
sales  since  the  food  program  has  been  in  is  out  of  proportion,  that  he 
might  thereby  be  an  individual  who  is  abusing  the  purpose  of  it  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  To  my  knowledge,  I  do  not  know  the  extent  of  the 
enforcement  machinery.  Federal  money  is  involved,  and  so  it  should 
be  checked.  I  imagine  that  they  could  only  spot  check  individual 
stores,  and  not  go  into  every  one  of  the  50,000  grocery  stores  that  are 
accepting  stamps.  Mr.  Holstein  reminds  me  that  it  is  to  the  store’s 
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advantage  to  “play  ball,”  because  when  this  flagrant  violat  ion  occurred 
in  St.  Louis,  it  was  written  up  in  the  newspapers  and  given  quite  a 
bit  of  publicity.  It  was  a  store  near  a  big  public  housing  development 
and  the  storeowner  was  not  allowed  to  participate  again,  even  though 
it  would  have  been  more  convenience  for  the  people  who  had  the  stamps 
to  shop  there.  But  the  owner  lost  his  customers.  That  made  quite  an 
impression  on  others  tempted  to  cheat. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  other  questions  ? 

Mrs.  May? 

Mrs.  May.  I  want  to  congratulate  you  on  a  very  fine  statement.  I 
just  did  want  to  point  out  in  connection  with  the  previous  colloquy, 
the  Secretary  said  that  since  the  act  was  passed  they  have  found  it 
necessary  to  disqualify  only  57  stores.  That  is  a  pretty  good  record. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  think  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  said  there  are 
some  50,000  stores  now  participating  in  the  program  nationally. 

Mrs.  May.  Yes.  And  that  they  did  send  warnings  to  189  stores  for 
minor  violations.  And  that  they  then  investigated  another  239  stores, 
but  all  of  them  were  acquitted  of  any  wrongdoing. 

And  I  would  like  to  say  also  that  they  stated  there  has  been  spot 
checking  through  the  local  people,  and  when  I  asked  about  this,  it 
was  stated  that  many  violations  had  been  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  authorities  by  someone  who  was  trading  in  the  stores. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Will  you  yield  there  ? 

Mrs.  May.  Yes. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  I  wonder  whether  you  know  whether  or 
not  any  of  these  were  what  you  call  owners  who  were  guilty  of  dis¬ 
honesty  were  prosecuted  by  the  Department  of  Justice? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  do  not  know.  I  can  only  cite  the  one  case  that 
I  am  very  familiar  with,  where  this  man  was  depending  upon  resi¬ 
dents  in  the  housing  project  and  other  neighbors  to  buy  in  his  store, 
and  he  was  prohibited  from  participating  any  longer.  He  learned 
a  very,  very  sad  lesson. 

I  think  that  this  punishment  was  worse  than  any  fine  that  you 
could  have  given  him,  because  there  were  not  enough  people  in  that 
neighborhood  who  would  or  could  trade  with  him  to  make  it  worth¬ 
while  to  continue  in  the  business  in  that  area.  I  believe  he  finally 
gave  up  and  the  store  changed  hands.  Let  me  say  that  his  viola¬ 
tions  were  flagrant  and  repeated  ones  and  he  was  ruled  as  incorrigible 
as  far  as  this  program  was  concerned.  It  was  an  unusual  case. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Myers  ? 

Mr.  Myers.  How  much,  if  I  may  use  the  word,  “policing”  or  super¬ 
vision  is  there  over  the  grocery  stores  to  see  if  there  is  more  of  this  than 
we  realize? 

Is  there  any  plan  or  program  on  that  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  think  that  you  would  have  to  ask  the  Department 
on  that.  I  could  not  answer  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Goodling? 

Mr.  Goodling.  I  would  like  to  read  one  statement  from  your  paper 
and  ask  you  to  elaborate  on  it  just  a  bit. 
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You  stated : 

I  was  surprised  to  discover  that  16  of  the  35  members  of  this  committee  do 
not  have  the  food  stamp  program  operating  anywhere  in  their  districts. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Yes;  and  I  said  I  am  sorry,  because  I  think  that 
it  is  one  of  the  most  wonderful  opportunities  that  a  member  can 
have,  to  go  through  some  of  the  agonies  of  the  poor  people  in  their 
district  who  need  help,  and  then  to  see  how  this  has  given  them  an 
uplift  and  a  chance  to  feed  their  children  properly.  Before,  they 
had  to  go  out  and  get  a  handout  once  a  month  from  some  warehouse; 
today,  through  this  food  stamp  program,  they  are  taught  how  to 
budget  their  food  money  so  that  they  can  buy  the  stamps  once  a  month 
and  so  that  the  food  they  buy  will  carry  them  through  a  whole  month. 
We  arranged  for  them  to  buy  their  stamps  twice  a  month  instead  of 
monthly,  and  that  has  been  even  better.  They  go  in  and  do  their 
grocery  shopping  on  a  regular  basis  just  as  you  and  I  do. 

Mr.  Goodling.  Are  you  saying  that  every  district  in  the  United 
States  should  have  this  program  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  do  not  know  many  congressional  districts  in  the 
United  States  that  do  not  have  poor  people.  Do  you  know  of  any  ? 

Mr.  Goodling.  We  do,  and  if  we  believe  the  Good  Book,  we  always 
will  have. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Jones  ? 

Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri.  I  only  have  one  comment,  and  it  is  with 
reference  to  following  up  the  comment  about  the  number  of  con¬ 
gressional  districts  that  do  not  have  this  program  in  operation. 

Of  course,  as  you  point  this  out  in  your  statement,  we  only  have  this 
program  in  St.  Louis,  but  I  think  that  it  could  be  pointed  out  that  we 
have  had  a  rather  unique  situation  there  in  Missouri,  because  of  our 
State  laws.  We  have  had  a  number  of  bills  on  this  in  the  State  legis¬ 
lature.  I  think  that  the  leadership  has  come  from  the  representatives 
of  counties  in  the  10th  District  that  I  represent  and  that  at  least  one  if 
not  two  of  the  Senators  from  the  district  have  legislation  pending 
which  will  make  it  easier  for  these  counties  or  these  communities  to 
put  this  program  into  effect. 

It  has  been  very  difficult  in  this  area.  I  do  not  know  exactly  the 
reason  that  has  made  it  so  difficult,  but  it  has  not  been  operated  there. 
However,  I  understand  now  that-  the  director  of  welfare,  Mr.  Carter, 
has  given  his  approval  to  this  legislation  that  has  been  introduced  by 
Representative  Downing  and  Senator  Tinnin  and  others  down  in  the 
district,  and  I  think  that  before  the  year  is  out  we  will  probably  see 
other  operations  in  that  area. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  mention  in  my  statement,  Mr.  Jones,  that  it  is 
because  of  the  State  legislatures  in  many  instances  that  some  of  the 
States  do  not  have  it.  That  is  the  reason  why  in  our  State  only  St. 
Louis  has  the  program.  The  State  must  pay  part  of  the  certification 
costs,  et  cetera,  so  it  requires  State  cooperation. 

The  States  with  no  food  stamp  projects  are:  Arizona,  Delaware, 
Florida,  Idaho,  Massachusetts — but  this  will  soon  start  there — Nevada, 
New  Hampshire,  Oklahoma,  South  Dakota.  All  of  the  other  States 
have  food  stamp  projects.  But  I  know  that  some  of  the  State  repre¬ 
sentatives  and  senators  in  Missouri  have  complained,  “Well,  we  can¬ 
not  get  any  interest  among  enough  of  our  State  legislators,”  and  I  said, 
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“Well,  it  took  10  years  to  interest  enough  of  the  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  it.  I  think;  that  you  have  to  do  a  selling  job.” 

Even  many  Members  of  Congress  just  do  not  know  what  this  pro¬ 
gram  means.  This  program  has  been  in  operation  on  a  pilot  basis  in 
some  areas  of  the  country  since  1961.  Members  still  ask :  “What  is  it  ?” 
They  have  not  taken  the  trouble  to  find  out.  When  you  start  to  tell 
them  about  it  they  are  ready  to  go  to  some  other  subject  before  they 
hear  the  whole  story.  It  is  only  when  the  people  that  you  represent 
become  involved,  and  you  take  enough  trouble  to  find  out  what  it  is 
all  about,  that  you  get  deeply  involved.  And  when  you  do  find  out 
what  it  is  all  about,  and  how  you  can  help  and  what  you  can  do  to 
make  it  better,  that  you  become  enthusiastic  about  it. 

This  is  the  reason  I  said,  Mr.  Goodling,  that  Members  who  do  not 
have  the  food  stamp  plan  in  their  districts  are  missing  a  wonderful 
experience. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Kleppe? 

Mr.  Kleppe.  Mrs.  Sullivan,  I  would  like  to  follow  up,  if  I  may, 
just  a  little  bit  along  the  line  of  thought  that  Representative  Gathings 
started.  It  has  to  do  with  this  one  sentence  in  here  which  says : 

Just  remember  that  when  economic  conditions  improve,  many  beneficiaries 
automatically  go  off  the  program ;  and  as  retraining  programs  succeed,  and  also 
our  many  educational  opportunity  programs,  persons  or  families  now  eligible 
for  food  stamps  will  increase  their  incomes  and  leave  the  food  stamp  program 
for  good. 

I  think  that  I  understand  correct^  that  those  people  automatically 
going  off  the  food  stamp  program  are  those  that  reach  a  certain  eco¬ 
nomic  income  level ;  is  that  correct  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Kleppe.  The  question  I  have  is  as  to  your  last  clause  here 
which  says  “and  leave  the  food  stamp  program  for  good.” 

Are  you  suggesting  here  that  maybe  the  appropriations  in  the 
future  for  this  food  stamp  program  may  be  decreased? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  They  could  be,  or  they  could  be  increased. 

Just  let  me  carry  your  thought  one  step  further.  If  a  family  is  not 
on  welfare,  the  certification  for  that  family’s  eligibility  must  be  done 
every  3  months,  so  that  when  a  family’s  income  increases,  it  is  known 
very  quickly  and  their  purchase  requirements  are  changed ;  and  if  it 
increases  above  the  maximum,  then  they  do  not  receive  any  more 
food  stamps. 

Mr.  Kleppe.  Is  that  not  true,  that  whenever  you  have  a  program 
like  this  that  gets  started,  it  usually  increases ;  it  never  decreases. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Well,  if  we  should  have  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
poor  people  in  the  areas  where  the  plan  operates,  it  will  increase,  yes; 
but  in  a  program  of  this  sort  this  is  why  the  periodic  certification  is 
so  necessary  so  that  a  person  just  cannot  come  in  and  apply  and  give 
an  inadequate  account  of  his  income.  And  this  certification  is  the 
function  of  the  States.  Sometimes  they  object  because  they  feel  that 
it  is  too  expensive  for  them  to  certify  the  people  who  are  eligible.  Rut 
if  they  want  the  program,  then  they  are  going  to  have  to  pay  to  help 
do  this  part  of  the  job. 

The  program  will  certainly  increase  in  cost  as  we  extend  it  to  more 
areas — hundreds  of  areas  are  waiting  for  the  program  to  start.  It 
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started  with  eight  areas  and  it  is  now  operating  in  more  than  650. 
They  plan  to  expand  it  to  875  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Kleppe.  Thank  you.  I  was  interested  in  your  observation  re¬ 
garding  the  projection  of  this  program  for  the  future.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Burke  ? 

Mr.  Burke.  I  am  not  too  familiar  with  the  general  operation  of  this 
program.  After  the  family  is  certified  and  it  is  determined  that  they 
are  eligible,  is  a  record  turned  in  by  the  grocery  that  he  has  received  so 
many  stamps  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  No.  The  family  goes  to  wherever  the  stamps  are 
issued — in  most  places  there  is  a  little  food  stamp  office  somewhere 
in  the  city. 

Mr.  Burke.  I  understand  that,  but  when  they  are  certified,  and  if 
they  want  to  give  the  stamps  to  somebody  else,  let  us  say  for  $1  or  for 
some  other  reason,  what  would  prevent  that?  How  would  anybody 
know  that  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Because  the  stamps  must  be  in  the  book.  They  may 
not  be  removed  except  by  the  grocer. 

Mr.  Burke.  There  is  no  record  kept  by  the  grocer  when  he  redeems 
the  stamps  for  the  groceries ;  is  there  ? 

How  would  you  know  whether  these  people  were  actually  using  their 
stamps  for  food  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  The  store  manager  usually  knows  the  people  using 
the  stamps  in  their  particular  grocery.  It  is  up  to  him  to  make  sure 
that  he  sells  them  food  only,  and  nothing  else,  in  return  for  the  stamps. 

Mr.  Burke.  Let  me  ask  you  another  question. 

The  grocer  has  knowledge  of  that  in  the  sense  of  those  who  receive 
stamps  ? 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Yes,  he  usually  knows  his  customers. 

Mr.  Burke.  Thank  you. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  I  am  now  told — I  had  forgotten — that  they  also 
carry  a  card  of  identification  when  they  buy  and  use  these  stamps. 
They  have  a  card  of  identification  with  their  signature  on  it,  and  upon 
request  they  have  to  present  this  card.  The  regulations  cover  that 
point  very  strictly. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

If  not,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mrs.  Sullivan. 

Mrs.  Sullivan.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Sisk  from  California. 

Mr.  Sisk  has  two  bills  before  us  on  this  subject. 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  now. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  B.  F.  SISK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Sisk.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
and  to  make  some  comments  on  the  two  bills  which  I  have  introduced. 

With  your  permission,  I  have  a  very  brief  statement  which  I  would 
like  to  have  inserted  into  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  submitted  by  Mr.  Sisk  reads  as  follows:) 
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Statement  of  Hon.  B.  F.  Sisk,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From  the 

State  of  California 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  committee 
today  to  discuss  two  bills  which  are  pending  before  your  committee,  H.R.  1268 
and  1269,  which  are  two  approaches  to  provide  both  the  surplus  commodity 
program  and  the  food  stamp  program  to  those  counties  which  may  require  them. 

I  introduced  these  bills,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  of  problems  in  my  district  as 
brought  to  my  attention  by  our  welfare  directors.  It  appears  that  a  number 
of  these  directors  are  staying  with  the  surplus  commodity  program  in  order  to 
handle  the  emergency  cases  that  arise  primarily  in  the  farm  labor  field.  Since 
introducing  these  bills,  I  find  that  those  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  claim  that  most  of  these  emergency  cases  can  and  should  he 
handled.  However,  this  is  contrary  to  the  regulations  issued  to  the  welfare 
directors  in  my  area.  Consequently,  I  hope  that  introduction  of  these  bills  will 
help  to  correct  the  problem  administratively  and  can  clarify  the  misunderstand¬ 
ing  that  now  exists. 

I  leave  up  to  this  distinguished  committee  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the 
greater  flexibility  of  my  bills  is  necessary  or  not.  I  would  hope  that  in  any 
case,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee,  by  resolution  or  otherwise,  would  request 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  through  its  food  stamp  division,  would 
mount  a  campaign  throughout  the  country  to  these  counties  using  the  surplus 
commodity  program,  explaining  the  possibilities  and  benefits  under  the  emer¬ 
gency  clause  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  This  is  needed  because  many  of  the  wel¬ 
fare  directors  are  not  aware  of  these  benefits  and  how  the  program  can  meet  the 
needs  of  their  people. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  presenting  my  views. 

Mr.  Sisk.  Also  I  have  a  letter  from  the  director  of  my  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  Department  in  Fresno  County,  Calif.,  which  I  would  like  to  make 
a  part  of  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(The  letter  dated  March  7, 1967  follows :) 


County  of  Fresno, 
Department  of  Public  Welfare, 

Fresno,  Calif.,  March  7,  1967. 

Hon.  B.  F.  Sisk, 

U.S.  Congress, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Sisk  :  Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  com¬ 
ment  on  the  Food  Stamp  Act  and  particularly  the  amendments  to  it  which  you 
are  proposing. 

Although  Fresno  County  has  a  large  population  of  low  income  families,  it  has 
not  been  able  to  implement  the  Food  Stamp  Plan.  This  is  primarily  a  result  of 
provisions  of  the  Act  which  prohibit  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  to  operate  in  areas 
engaged  in  the  distribution  of  federally  owned  foods. 

Fresno  County  is  the  center  of  a  large  agricultural  valley.  Farm  labor  is  its 
largest  single  group  of  employees.  Agricultural  labor  in  this  area,  as  you  know, 
is  featured  by  seasonal  demands  and  area  fluctuations.  Farm  work  is  also 
particularly  sensitive  to  inclement  weather. 

To  assist  in  meeting  emergencies  which  arise  without  warning  as  a  result  of 
sudden  unemployment,  Fresno  County  has  operated  a  Commissary.  Federally 
owned  foods  and  items  purchased  locally  are  distributed.  This  has  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  us  to  assist  a  large  number  of  people  on  an  immediate  basis.  If  we 
were  to  discontinue  the  operation  of  the  Commissary  utilizing  federally  owned 
foods,  our  emergency  obligations  would  continue.  If  the  volume  of  emergency 
obligations  remained  constant  and  federally  owned  foods  were  not  available  for 
distribution,  our  costs  would  increase  $750,000.00  annually. 

This  emergency  program,  however,  does  not  solve  the  problem  for  the  low 
income  employed  person  and  the  public  assistance  family,  both  of  whom  need 
to  increase  their  consumption  of  nutritious  foods.  In  Fresno  County,  in  my 
opinion,  we  need  both  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  and  the  opportunity  to  distribute 
federally  owned  foods. 


EXTEND  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  19  64 


89 


H.R.  1268  in  my  opinion  would  be  a  most  workable  measure.  I  see  no  abuses 
which  would  arise  under  its  provisions,  but  on  the  contrary,  I  would  view  it  as 
being  of  great  assistance  to  low  income  families  in  this  area. 

HR  1269  while  of  some  assistance  would  be  limited  in  its  application  to  the 
migratory  worker.  The  vast  majority  of  farm  workers  in  this  area  no  longer 
migrate  to  an  extent.  They  are  seasonally  employed  and  in  the  low  income 
classification  but  they  have  established  residence  and  are  a  part  of  our  com¬ 
munities. 

Both  HR  1268  and  HR  1269  demonstrate  an  admirable  understanding  of  the 
needs  of  low  income  persons  in  this  area.  I  commend  you  highly  for  your  interest 
and  your  insight. 

Please  advise  me  if  I  can  provide  you  with  further  information  which  will 
assist  in  an  understanding  of  the  need  for  these  measures  which  you  have 
introduced. 

Cordially  yours, 


Reed  K.  Clegg,  Director. 


Mr.  Sisk.  Thank  you. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  very  few  brief  comments  about  the  problem 
which  I  have  encountered  in  my  own  district.  I  happen  to  represent 
a  district  in  which  the  food  stamp  plan  has  not  been  used.  I  am  one 
who  has  supported  Mrs.  Sullivan  in  her  long  effort  to  bring  about  the 
adoption  of  the  food  stamp  plan.  I  voted  for  it,  and  have  voted  for 
the  appropriations  for  it,  to  carry  on  the  program. 

I  do  want  to  say,  basically,  that  the  reports  and  the  information  that 
I  have  lead  me  to  believe  that  the  program  is  doing  a  very  good  job, 
particularly,  in  supplementing  the  diets  of  a  great  many  people  who  do 
have  incomes  that  are  so  limited  that  they  need  supplemental  diet. 

The  two  bills  which  I  have  introduced,  Mr.  Chairman,  goes  to  the 
subject  of  distribution  of  federally  owned  foods. 

We  operate  a  commissary  in  Fresno  County.  It  is  a  county  of  just 
under  one-half  million  people.  We  distribute  a  substantial  amount  of 
food  through  that  commissary,  so-called  surplus  foods,  plus  certain 
supplements  which  are  purchased  by  the  county  and  added  to  that. 

I  have  been  talking  to  the  director  of  my  welfare  department  and  to 
members  of  the  board  of  supervisors  about  the  food  stamp  plan  for 
several  years,  because  we  do  have  those  who  are  on  very  small  incomes 
who  certainly  need  supplements  if  available.  The  attitude  has  been 
that  they  did  not  feel  that  they  could  fit  into  their  program. 

The  letter  which  I  have  just  asked  to  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  is 
from  Mr.  Reed  M.  Clegg,  director,  indicates  a  very  strong  support 
and  desire  for  the  food  stamp  plan.  However,  based  upon  the  regula¬ 
tions,  they  have  said  to  me — and  I  might  say  as  late  as  yesterday  by 
telephone — that  the  regulations  which  are  in  their  hands  at  the  present 
time,  put  out  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  relating  to  the  food 
stamp  plan,  simply  makes  it  impossible  for  them  to  meet  the  needs  of 
many  indigent  families,  and  by  that  I  mean  families  at  this  particular 
time  of  the  year  who  are  solely  without  any  income  whatever,  without 
some  kind  of  a  distribution  program,  and  I  would  just  like  to  cite 
briefly  a  couple  of  comments  made  by  our  director  out  there  bringing 
into  focus  the  problem,  and  it  may  be  that  it  is  a  matter  that  can  be 
handled,  Mr.  Chairman,  somehow  or  in  someway.  We  have  not  been 
able  to  handle  it  up  to  this  point,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  say  there  is 
need  for  these  two  particular  bills. 

I  might  elaborate :  first,  the  two  bills,  very  simply,  would  permit  the 
distribution  of  surplus  foods  and  the  food  stamp  plan  to  operate 
simultaneously  within  a  county.  They  are  two  different  approaches. 
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One  would  make  it  discretionary  with  the  Secretary,  subject  to  a 
condition  that  might  exist  in  which  he  would  feel  that  it  would  be 
advisable. 

The  second  would  actually  repeal  the  prohibition  against  the  use 
of  these  programs  in  any  county. 

Now,  if  I  might  just  briefly  comment.  From  this  letter,  Mr.  Clegg 
makes  this  statement: 

To  assist  in  meeting  emergencies  which  arise  without  warning  as  a  result  of 
sudden  unemployment,  Fresno  County  has  operated  a  commissary.  Federally- 
owned  foods  and  items  purchased  locally  are  distributed.  This  has  made  it 
possible  for  us  to  assist  a  large  number  of  people  on  an  immediate  basis.  If  we 
were  to  discontinue  the  operation  of  the  commissary  utilizing  Federally-owned 
foods,  our  emergency  obligation  would  continue.  If  the  volume  of  emergency 
obligations  remained  constant  and  Federally-owned  foods  were  not  available  for 
distribution,  our  costs  would  increase  $750,000  annually. 

This  emergency  program,  however,  does  not  solve  the  problem  for  the  low- 
income  employed  person  and  the  public  assistance  family,  both  of  whom  need  to 
increase  their  consumption  of  nutritious  foods.  In  Fresno  County,  in  my  opinion, 
we  need  both  the  food  stamp  plan  and  the  opportunity  to  distribute  Federally- 
owned  foods. 

I  simply  wanted  to  call  to  your  attention  for  your  consideration 
these  facts,  and  I  understand,  probably,  it  has  been  considered  before, 
because  I  seem  to  remember  some  debate  which  occurred  on  the  floor 
some  2  or  3  years  ago,  a  discussion  by  my  good  friend  and  colleague, 
Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri  and  this  committee,  I  think,  on  this  very  subject 
in  which  we  were  discussing  some  of  the  problems  with  reference  to 
the  distribution  of  surplus  foods  to  needy  families,  and  the  extent  to 
which  the  food  stamp  plan  might  include  that  program. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  explain 
some  of  the  difficulties  which  we  have  had  and  the  rather  strong  feeling 
on  the  part  of  the  welfare  people  and  the  members  of  the  board  of 
supervisors  in  my  own  area,  that  these  two  programs  could  work 
simultaneously  to  the  benefit  not  only  of  those  receiving  some  money 
but  also  for  the  benefit  of  the  individuals  who,  in  many  instances,  do 
not  have  a  penny,  some  indigent  family  without  residential  require¬ 
ments  which  would  normally  qualify  for  the  normal  welfare  type  of 
thing,  and  they  simply  have  to  be  fed. 

Of  course,  this  is  a  concern  which  the  county  has  and  which  the  di¬ 
rector  has,  that  is,  that  if  we  gave  up  our  commissary  facilities,  our 
distribution  of  surplus  foods  and  went  100  percent  to  the  food  stamp 
plan,  we  could  find  ourselves  in  substantial  difficulty  which  could  sub¬ 
stantially  increase  the  costs  within  the  county. 

I  appreciate  very  much  this  opportunity. 

These  two  bills  which  I  have  mentioned  are  H.B.  1268  and  H.K. 
1269.  It  may  be  that  those  bills  are  not  needed,  if  administrative 
changes  could  be  brought  about.  I  might  just  close  by  citing  the 
figure  which  my  administrator  tells  me  was  given  to  him  very  recently 
as  the  very  minimum  on  which  stamps  could  be  purchased,  and  that  was 
$22,  that  that  was  the  lowest  amount  that  was  permissible  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  stamps  at  the  present  time.  Where  he  got  the  regulations,  I 
do  not  know,  whether  they  came  through  the  normal  channels  of  the 
regional  office  or  the  department  in  California.  But,  certainly,  if  that 
be  true,  there  is  no  question  but  what  it  would  be  impossible  to  take 
care  of  a  great  many  indigent  families. 
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Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  You  were  not  here  yesterday  morning  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Unfortunately,  I  was  not  here. 

The  Chairman.  There  was  no  reason  why  you  should  be. 

But  on  yesterday  morning  we  heard  testimony  of  one  Dr.  Wiley,  ac¬ 
companied  by  Mr.  Carl  Raclilin  and  Mrs.  Etta  Horn,  who  raised  the 
question  that  this  program  was  unsound,  because  it  required  the  in¬ 
dividual  to  put  up  money.  They  seemed  to  suggest  that  rather  than 
to  hand  out  food  that  we  should  hand  out  cash  to  these  indigent 
people. 

In  fact,  I  gathered  that  they  felt  that  they  should  be  given  green¬ 
backs  rather  than  food  because  greenbacks  are  more — well,  shall  I  say — 
flexible  than  food  stamps.  They  made  such  a  good  case  against  your 
proposal  that  I  thought  that  you  should  familiarize  yourself  with 
their  arguments. 

(Laughter.) 

The  Chairman.  They  are  arguing  in  favor  of  your  proposal,  but 
they  convinced  me  that  I  just  could  not  go  along  with  this  sort  of 
double-barreled  handout  with  each  hand. 

Mr.  Sisk.  If  I  could  just  comment.  I  do  not  know  how  much  I 
missed  by  missing  that  testimony.  Let  me  say  as  one  who  happens  to 
believe  very  strongly  that  all  able-bodied  people  should  work  for  their 
income,  and  as  one  who  does  not  believe — in  fact,  I  might  say  that 
maybe  I  am  getting  on  the  record  a  little  bit  early  with  this.  I  am  not 
in  favor  of  a  guaranteed  income,  believing  that  people  should,  if  able, 
work  for  their  living  and  should  not  be  provided  with  handouts. 

I  certainly  have  no  intention,  in  the  legislation  which  we  propose, 
to  propose  any  such  situation  as  that.  The  only  situation  in  which 
we  are  involved  is  that  we  have  some  3  or  4  months  in  what  we  call 
our  rainy  season  in  which  we  have  a  great  many  farm  families — in 
fact,  right  now,  we  are  feeding  in  Fresno  County  alone  somewhere 
close  to  2,000  families,  2,000  indigent  families,  as  I  understand  of  yes¬ 
terday,  are  on  the  rolls.  These  are  people  who  generally  do  farm 
labor  work  of  one  kind  or  another.  And  because  of  the  rainy  weather 
at  this  particular  period  of  the  year,  these  people  are  totally  without 
income.  They  do  go  out  and  work  when  the  weather  is  permissible 
and  when  work  is  available,  and  they  earn  some  money.  We  know 
that  in  many  cases  particularly  where  you  have  one  or  two  in  the 
family  working,  maybe  a  family  of  seven  or  eight  people,  where  their 
income  they  have  in  the  summer  months  or  in  the  fall  dissipates  rather 
rapidly.  I  am  not  advocating,  let  us  say,  any  additional  free  hand¬ 
outs  :  I  am  simply  seeking  to  supplement  the  income  of  a  great  many 
people  who.  because  of  the  smallness  of  the  amount  that  they  receive 
do  need  food  supplements  provided  in  the  food  stamp  plan.  We  have 
not  used  the  plan  before,  as  I  say,  basically,  because  our  people  have 
thought  that  it  would  leave  them  in  a  very  serious  situation  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  other  situation. 

So,  as  I  say,  maybe  these  matters  could  be  worked  out  administra¬ 
tively,  but  so  far  we  have  not  been  able  to  do  so. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Air.  Abernethy.  Some  sections  of  the  food  industry  of  America 
supported  this  legislation  2  years  ago,  but  some  objected,  in  that  it 
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was  doling  out  commodities.  They  argued  that  the  program  was 
taking  business  from  them,  that  it  was  cutting  in  on  their  field  of  oper¬ 
ation  in  selling  food.  I  think  this  had  some  effect  on  acceptance  of 
the  legislation. 

Mr.  Sisk.  I  think  that  you  are  right. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  As  I  understand  you,  Mr.  Sisk,  you  would  more 
or  less  set  the  idea  aside  and  make  food  stamps  and  surplus  food 
available;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Not  to  the  same  people,  no. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  would  still  make  it  available  in  the  same 
county  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Yes,  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  It  seems  to  me  you  are  proposing  to  put  us  right 
back  where  we  were. 

Mr.  Sisk.  Well,  I  may  say  that  maybe  it  does.  I  might  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  Mississippi,  I  do  not  necessarily  see  it  that  way. 
I  support  the  food  stamp  plan  I  think,  probably,  for  the  same  general 
reason  that  many  others  do,  to  get  away  from  the  so-called  handout ; 
it  was  to  get  away  from  that. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  do  not  think  that  you  can  get  away  from  that 
when  that  food  will  be  available,  that  the  Government,  will  continue 
to  purchase  this  food.  They  are  not  just  going  to  hide  it;  they  will 
give  it  away. 

If  we  have  a  food  stamp  plan  in  every  county  in  the  United  States, 
this  surplus  food — although  the  Secretary  said  yesterday  that  there 
is  not  any  surplus,  there  is  bound  to  be.  That  food  is  going  to  be 
given  away,  and  it  ought  to  be.  We  cannot  let  it  decay  or  destroy  it. 

Air.  Sisk.  Let  me  say  that  at  the  present  time  we  have  available  to 
our  commissary  flour,  rice,  beans,  peanut  butter,  lard  or  shortening, 
and  canned  meats. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  heard  the  testimony  that  there  was  no  surplus. 

Mr.  Sisk.  I  was  pretty  busy  in  the  Eules  Committe  and  I  was  not 
able  to  be  here,  I  will  say  to  my  good  friend. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  all.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Brasco. 

Mr.  Brasco.  To  my  good  friend,  Mr.  Sisk,  if  I  understand  you  cor¬ 
rectly,  are  you  saying  in  a  certain  portion  of  the  year  there  are  a 
number  of  people  in  your  district  who  do  not  make  any  money  so 
that  they  cannot  participate  in  the  food  stamp  program  by  purchasing 
stamps  or  that  they  prefer  to  get  the  food  directly ;  is  that  basically 
what  you  are  saying  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Well — in  other  words,  yes.  There  are  times  in  the  year 
when  we  have  a  substantial  group  of  people  who  have  absolutely  no 
income  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  Brasco.  So  that  they  cannot  participate  for  that  reason  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Yes;  to  the  extent  that  cash  is  required  to  purchase  the 
stamps.  And,  as  I  say,  maybe  this  could  be  cured  administratively, 
but  we  do  not  have  information  that  it  can  be,  but  at  the  present 
time  to  the  extent  that  any  cash  would  be  required  they  would  not 
be  able  to  purchase  these  stamps  and,  naturally,  they  would  not  be 
in  a  position  to  participate  in  the  food  stamp  plan,  so  that  they  ought 
to  have  some  type  of  direct  aid  plan  or  else  they  will  go  hungry. 
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Mr.  Abernethy.  Will  you  yield  to  me  ? 

Mr.  Brasco.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think  that  that  is  a  good  argument,  that  there 
are  people  to  whom  the  surplus  commodities  would  be  available  were  it 
not  for  the  fact  that  in  their  county  they  have  a  stamp  plan  available, 
and,  therefore,  they  cannot  get  the  commodities  and  they  are  not  able 
to  buy  the  stamps. 

Mr.  Sisk.  That  is  right.  This  is  exactly  the  situation  that  I  am  in. 
We  do  not,  of  course,  have  a  stamp  plan.  I  want  to  make  that  clear. 
I  have  three  counties  in  my  district  which  are  basically  rural  counties 
in  which  we  have  a  great  deal  of  farm  labor,  and  these  people,  you 
know,  are  out  of  work  particularly  in  the  rainy  season.  I  recognize 
it  as  being  a  peculiar  situation,  particularly  different  from  the  cities 
or  other  urban  areas.  There  are  times  when  these  people  do  not  have 
one  dime  of  income,  because,  at  the  present  time,  there  is  no  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  for  farmworkers.  They  have  no  income,  period. 
And,  of  course,  we  have  to  feed  them,  and  we  are  doing  the  best  we 
can  in  feeding  them.  At  the  same  time  we  desire  the  food  stamp  plan. 

The  problem  is  such  as  I  hope  can  be  worked  out  where  we  can 
have  the  plan  but  at  the  same  time  not  deprive  these  people  the  right 
to  eat  during  that  period  in  which  they  do  not  have  one  dime  with 
which  to  purchase  stamps. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Mr.  Sisk,  I  take  it  then  that  other  than  the  direct  dis¬ 
tribution  program,  your  county  has  no  means  of  assisting  these  families 
during  the  period  that  they  are  not  able  to  work,  because  of  conditions 
that,  apparently  involve  the  weather  which  is  not  in  their  control? 

Mr.  Sisk.  I  am  sure  that  California  has  a  substantial  welfare  pro¬ 
gram  ;  I  am  sure  that  you  know  that.  Here  we  are  talking  about  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  able  to  meet  residential  requirements,  who  are  receiving 
money  payments,  aid  to  dependent  children,  and  a  variety  of  other 
things. 

I  do  not  have  the  figures  before  me,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  get  into  an 
argument  with  any  of  the  other  States  but  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
probably  California  has  one  of  the  largest  welfare  rolls  in  America, 
and  that  we  are  going  to  great  lengths  to  take  care  of  our  poor  people 
through  the  actual  payment  of  money.  I  am  talking  here  about  what 
we  call  emergency  in  many  instances  where  they  do  not  meet  the  resi¬ 
dential  requirements,  where  they  are  not  on  the  welfare  roll.  We 
have  a  great  deal  of  what  we  call  migrant  labor.  I  am  sure  that  my 
friend  is  familiar  with  this.  This  is  in  the  farming  areas.  This  is  the 
area  in  which  we  find  ourselves  in  a  very  serious  situation.  These  peo¬ 
ple  would  have  to  be  fed  in  some  manner.  Of  course,  naturally,  it  is 
more  economical  to  feed  them  with  surplus  foods  as  long  as  surplus 
foods  are  available,  and,  therefore,  they  simply  hate  to  take  on  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  would  deny  them  the  availability  of  these  surplus  foods 
which,  as  I  say,  we  have  used  substantially  over  the  years  to  meet  these 
emergency  needs. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Burke.  We  have  the  same  problem  in  my  county  of  indigent 
migrants  in  the  area  when  because  of  bad  weather  they  do  not  have 
money.  However,  the  county,  ordinarily,  takes  care  of  programs  such 
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as  this.  In  other  words,  the  State  will  take  over  after  the  county  has 
given  aid  in  the  emergency  and  additional  funds  are  provided  if  they 
are  residents.  I  was  wondering,  in  that  direction,  what  your  county 
does.  Your  county  can  enter  into  it.  We  have,  at  least,  done  so  in 
our  county  strictly  as  a  county  program  under  the  county  welfare 
program. 

Mr.  Sisk.  We  have  a  very  substantial  county  welfare  program  run¬ 
ning  over  $20  million — strictly  county,  separate  and  apart  from  the 
State.  And,  of  course,  as  I  read  from  the  letter  of  the  Director,  we 
figure  that  there  would  be  a  difference  in  the  cost  to  the  county  of 
somewhere  between  $750,000  and  $1  million  if  they  lose  the  use  of  the 
surplus  foods.  This  has  to  do  with  county  budgeting  and  the  county’s 
part  of  the  welfare  load  separate  and  apart  from  the  State. 

Mr.  Burke.  Then,  the  food  stamp  program  would  take  the  burden 
off  the  county,  also,  under  ordinary  local  programs  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  It  would  not  if  it  required  any  cash  to  purchase  the  stamps. 

You  would  still  have  to  take  care  of  these  totally  indigent. 

Mr.  Burke.  I  am  talking  about  those  that  would  be  on  the  welfare 
program  who  have  cash,  but  not  to  take  care  of  these  others.  The 
county  could  step  in  on  these  migrant  workers  and  handle  them  on 
other  programs,  under  the  surplus  food  program,  where  there  is  enough 
for  them  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Sisk.  They  do  not  have  to  do  that.  As  I  say,  they  are  doing 
this  to  a  substantial  extent  now.  Of  course,  our  welfare  load,  so  far 
as  the  county  is  concerned — and  our  basic  tax  load,  as  I  recall,  is  some¬ 
where  between  $20  and  $25  million  annually  in  one  country — this  is 
only  in  Fresno  County.  We  carry  at  the  local  level  a  substantial  load 
of  direct  welfare. 

Mr.  Burke.  And  it  is  your  thought,  more  or  less,  that  the  Federal 
Govei’nment  should  take  part  of  the  load  off  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  We  are  not  asking  that  at  all,  because  I  see  nothing  in 
this  about  that.  As  I  say,  the  Director  here  in  this  case  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  others  that  I  have  discussed  this  with 
simply  felt  that  as  long  as  there  are  surplus  foods  available  to  people, 
in  their  opinion  it  is  a  little  ridiculous  and  I  agree  with  them,  not  to 
make  these  surplus  foods  available  to  the  extent  possible. 

Mr.  Burke.  I  agree  with  that.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  You  would  confine  that  to  the  foods  which  actually 
are  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  because  in 
the  list  that  is  now  available,  it  does  not  contain  some  of  the  articles 
that  you  mention.  We  are  buying  rice  and  are  paying  cash  money  for 
some  of  these  products. 

Mr.  Sisk.  I  recognize  that.  Some  of  the  items  mentioned  here,  I  am 
sure  that  the  Department  is  actually  buying  with  cash. 

The  Chairman.  You  would  confine  yourself  to  those  which  are 
actually  in  surplus  and  which  we  actually  have  in  stock,  without  pur¬ 
chasing  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Sisk.  I  certainly  would,  because,  as  the  legislation  which  I  pro¬ 
pose  is  written,  of  course,  I  think  it  owuld  be  in  the  hands  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  Department,  as  to  what  commodities  would  be  available 
through  the  surplus  disposal  program  for  surpluses.  They  could  hold 
it  exclusively  to  those  items  which  are  in  surplus  at  the  present  time. 
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The  Chairman.  Mrs.  May. 

Mrs.  May.  Mr.  Sisk,  in  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  under  section 
4(b),  it  reads: 

In  areas  where  the  food  stamp  program  is  in  effect  there  shall  be  no  distribution 
of  Federally-owned  foods  to  households  under  the  authority  of  any  other  law 
except  during  the  emergency  situation  caused  by  a  national  or  other  disaster  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Would  this  be  determined  as  to  the  emergency  situation  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  under  this  section  of  the  law  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  We  have  discussed  it  very  thoroughly,  and  I  might  say, 
Mrs.  May,  we  would  not  qualify.  We  could  qualify  if  we  had  a  sudden 
flood,  if  a  couple  of  the  dams  broke  up  in  the  mountains.  My  friend 
from  Washington  is  generally  familiar  with  the  contour  of  my  area 
in  which  for  8  or  9  months  we  have  to  depend  upon  that  water.  If 
we  had  a  flood  which  might  be  determined  a  disaster,  which  has  hap¬ 
pened,  then  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  question  but  that  this  would 
apply  and  we  could  receive  help  under  it,  but  we  could  not,  I  think, 
and  would  not  qualify  under  this,  under  the  normal  procedures  which 
I  have  explained  here  having  to  do  with  the  ebb  and  flow  of  labor  in  the 
wintertime,  in  the  rainy  season,  sometimes  as  much  as  a  month  at  a 
time  where  families  depend  primarily  on  pruning  vines  or  pruning 
trees,  doing  certain  types  of  work  that  we  do  out  there,  and  they  can¬ 
not  do  any  work  at  all  and  would  have  no  income.  It  still  would  not 
be  a  disaster  type  of  an  emergency.  It  is  not  like  an  earthquake  or  a 
great  flood.  It  is  an  emergency  to  the  person  involved  in  it,  but  not  an 
emergency  that  would  be  applicable  under  the  law. 

Mrs.  May.  A  definition  of  “disaster”  would  not  go  to  an  emergency 
situation  as  to  the  number  of  people  out  of  work. 

Mr.  Sisk.  That  is  right.  This  is  the  information  that  has  been  given 
to  us,  yes. 

Mrs.  May.  This  is  the  determination  that  you  have  had  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Yes. 

Mrs.  MAy.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Rarick  ? 

Mr.  Rarick.  Mr.  Sisk,  we  received  information  yesterday  from  a 
group  that  indicated  they  were  an  organization  of  welfare  recipients. 
They  passed  out  a  pamphlet  on  their  history  establishing  their  so- 
called  legal  rights  as  welfare  recipients. 

They  handed  out  a  little  booklet  to  all  of  the  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  of  their  various  organizations. 

I  wonder,  sir,  if  you  know  that  in  Fresno  County,  your  district,  the 
welfare  recipients  are  organized  ? 

Mr.  Sisk.  Yes,  along  with  some  other  problems  we  have  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  I  am  familiar  with  some  of  these  problems  also. 

Mr.  Rarick.  I  was  quite  amazed  that  they  came  into  the  hearing  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  lawyer  quite  national  in  repute,  whose  office  is  on  Park 
Avenue  in  Xew  York.  And  their  spokesman  was  well  dressed,  and  he 
had  the  title  of  “Doctor.”  It  would  indicate  that  there  are  quite  a  few 
people  who  are  preying  upon  the  impoverished  and  unfortunate  citi¬ 
zens  in  our  country. 

I  just  wondered  if  you  were  aware  of  that  . 

Mr.  Sisk.  Yes,  I  will  comment,  on  that.  I  might  say  that  I  believe 
that  in  California  there  is  a  statewide  organization  of  this  type,  and 
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one  of  the  concerns  of  some  of  us  from  California  is  to  see  to  it  that 
the  Federal  funds  under  the  antipoverty  program  or  any  other  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  used,  let  us  say,  for  organization  expenditures.  I  might 
say  that,  this  is  one  of  the  problems  that  has  caused  some  real  concern. 

I  am  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  attempt  to  organize  these  people. 
I  recognize  the  concern  that  the  gentleman  might  have,  which  we 
share. 

Mr.  Rarick.  They  indicated  that  they  hold  national  conventions. 
Apparently,  they  are  well  attended  by  thousands  of  people. 

I  wonder  whether  these  people  who  were  assigned  to  speak  are  mis¬ 
leading  the  welfare  recipients  into  using  their  food  money  to  support 
such  an  organization. 

Last  week  there  was  a  legislative  investigation  by  the  House  Un- 
American  Activities  Committee,  and  they  turned  up  three  people  who 
were  on  the  Federal  payroll  who  had  poverty  grants.  Of  course,  the 
gentleman  yesterday  denied  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  Lawyers 
Guild. 

I  think  that  in  dealing  with  less  fortunate  citizens  we  should  realize 
that,  they  are  being  preyed  upon  by  folks  who  are  definitely  not  in 
this  to  help  them  feed  people  and  return  to  the  status  of  productive 
citizens.  I  just  wanted  to  get  that  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Sisk.  If  I  can  comment  on  that :  I  think  that  this  is  one  of  the 
most  tragic  developments  of  recent  years.  Unfortunately,  we  do 
have  those  vultures — and  that  is  what  I  call  them — who  prey  upon 
many  of  our  poor  and  who  distort  and  mislead  a  great  many  people 
and,  actually,  take  from  them  the  few  dollars  they  have. 

I  think  that  is  one  of  the  real  tragedies  that  we  are  faced  with.  I 
think  that  is  something  that  we  should  take  all  care  possible  to  try 
to  guard  against  so  as  to  not  permit  these  same  things  to  be  possible 
at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Rarick.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

If  there  are  no  further  questions,  Mr.  Sisk,  we  are  very  much 
obliged  to  you. 

Mr.  Stsk.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
this  matter. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  always  very  glad  to  have  you  before  the 
committee. 

Our  next  witness  will  be  our  own  colleague,  Mr.  Joseph  P.  Vigorito. 
from  Pennsylvania.  He  has  a  bill  before  us,  H.R.  3817. 

We  will  lie  glad  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mr.  Vigorito. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOSEPH  P.  VIGORITO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Vigorito.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  must  apolo¬ 
gize  to  my  colleagues  on  the  committee  that  I  do  not  have  sufficient 
copies  of  my  statement  for  each  and  every  one  of  you.  It  will  be  part 
of  the  record,  anyway;  and  I  am  sure  that  you  will  go  over  the  record 
before  you  cast  a  vote  on  these  bills. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  the  committee  has 
given  me  to  testify  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  my  bill,  H.R.  3817, 
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which  would  provide  for  fuller  and  broader  participation  by  our 
senior  citizens  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  food  stamp  and 
surplus  food  distribution  programs. 

In  the  middle  of  1966  I  realized  the  need  for  this  legislation  and 
introduced  in  the  89th  Congress  a  bill  which  would  have  achieved  this 
end.  However,  the  large  number  of  pending  bills  at  the  end  of  the 
second  session  prevented  scheduling  hearings  on  my  measure. 

I  now  feel  that  the  need  is  even  more  urgent  and  I  have,  therefore, 
reintroduced  my  bill  in  the  90th  Congress. 

Briefly,  what  this  bill  would  do,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  to  make  available 
to  retired  persons  65  years  of  age  or  over  surplus  food  without  recourse 
to  the  present  means  test.  F ederal  regulations  now  state  that  eligibility 
standards  set  by  a  State  have  to  be  approved  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture.  The  State  surplus  food  standards  bear  a  direct  rela¬ 
tionship  to  each  State’s  welfare  standards.  For  example,  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  eligibility  criteria  for  public  assistance  includes  consideration 
of  income  and  assets  available  to  the  household. 

Unless  the  Department  of  Agriculture  allows  liberalization  of  the 
State  public  welfare  standard  to  make  eligible  all  retired  persons 
without  recourse  to  an  examination  into  assets  and  income,  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  retired  persons  to  receive  surplus  food  without  a  means  test 
is  impossible. 

Therefore,  after  consultations  with  local  and  State  officials  and  with 
persons  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  I  have  introduced  the 
measure  we  are  considering  today.  The  only  requirement  for  eligibility 
would  be  that  if  a  person  is  65  or  over  his  income  should  not  exceed 
$3,000  a  year,  and  if  there  is  a  household  of  two  or  more  persons  65 
years  of  age  or  over,  their  combined  income  should  not  exceed  $4,000 
a  year. 

The  89th  Congress  made  great  strides  in  recognizing  the  plight  of 
our  senior  citizens  and  we  passed  much  milestone  legislation  designed 
to  work  to  their  benefit.  However,  we  must  all  admit  that  more  remains 
to  be  done.  With  modern  medicine  and  health  care,  more  and  more 
persons  are  living  longer  than  before.  We  have  a  responsibility  to 
these  persons,  many  of  whom  are  barely  subsisting  on  limited  or  fixed 
incomes  that  do  not  allow  them  to  live  out  their  lives  with  a  measure 
of  dignity. 

All  of  us  read  with  great  interest  President  Johnson’s  message  to 
the  Congress  of  January  23  which  dealt  with  the  problems  of  our 
senior  citizens.  As  he  pointed  out,  today  there  are  more  than  19 
million  Americans  65  or  older;  a  number  equal  to  the  combined  popu¬ 
lations  of  20  States.  One  out  of  every  10  citizens  is  in  this  age  group- 
more  than  twice  as  many  as  50  years  ago. 

The  President’s  message  is  10  pages  long,  yet  there  are  two  facts 
that  stick  out  among  all  others : 

First,  5.3  million  older  Americans  have  annual  incomes  below  the 
poverty  level. 

Second,  nearly  40  percent- — and  I  repeat — nearly  40  percent — of 
our  single  older  citizens  have  total  assets  of  less  than  $1,000. 

There  is  a  role  for  the  Federal  Government  in  this  problem.  A 
solution  is  possible.  It  is  a  proven  fact  that  our  senior  citizens  could 
benefit  from  legislation  such  as  the  bill  I  have  introduced.  Mr.  Chair- 
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man,  I  would  respectfully  urge  the  committee  give  this  matter  serious 
thought  and  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing,  I  would  like  to  add  that  this  bill  has 
received  widespread  support.  It  has  obtained  the  full  backing  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Brigade,  Association  of  Retired  Persons,  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Council  of  Senior  Citizens,  located  here  in  Washington,  D.C. 
I  believe  that  we  have  here  today  a  representative  of  its  national  coun¬ 
cil  willing  to  testify  in  favor  of  this  measure.  I  would  like  to  make 
part  of  the  record  of  this  hearing  the  following  documents : 

1.  House  Resolution  74,  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  session  of  1966,  stating :  “ Resolved ,  That  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  urges  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  explore  every 
possibility  to  adapt  and  liberalize  Federal  regulations  governing  dis¬ 
tribution  of  surplus  foods  to  retired  persons  receiving  social  security,” 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Dole.  Will  you  yield  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dole.  Does  it  say  anything  about  the  State  paying  any  of  the 
costs  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  No. 

Mr.  Dole.  They  want  to  liberalize  it  with  Federal  money? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  The  resolution  is  House  Resolution  No.  75,  which 
briefly  relates  to  Federal  money  available  for  Pennsylvania.  What 
they  really  state  here  is  that  they  want  continued  surplus  food  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  stamp  program,  too. 

They  are  very  much  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  Belcher.  If  you  will  yield  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Belcher.  I  am  wondering  whether  with  these  State  legislatures 
continuously  memorializing  the  Congress  as  they  do,  whether  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  be  permitted  to  memorialize  them  to  do  that  in  their  own 
system  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  I  think  that,  is  a  good  idea ;  I  think  that  would  be  a 
shot  in  the  arm. 

I  also  have  a  brief  statement  from  the  City  Council  of  Erie,  Pa., 
which  is  in  general  agreement  that  senior  citizens  should  participate 
to  a  greater  extent  in  surplus  foods  and  the  food  stamp  programs. 

And  I  also  have  a  short  statement  here  from  the  Senior  Citizens 
Group  in  Erie,  Pa.,  which  I,  too,  would  like  to  have  included,  which  is 
for  a  better  distribution  of  surplus  foods. 

I  would  like  to  state  at  this  point  that  three  counties  which  make  up 
my  congressional  district  all  participate  in  the  distribution  of  surplus 
foods.  One  county,  as  of  the  first  of  February  this  year,  will  now 
participate  under  the  stamp  plan,  and  the  other  two  counties  are  to 
participate  in  the  stamp  program  in  the  very  near  future,  which  I  am 
very  happy  to  hear,  because  I  think  that  the  stamp  program  is  a  very 
good  program  and  is  very  convenient  and  helpful  for  everyone  con¬ 
cerned.  It  gives  our  senior  citizens  a  choice  and  selection  of  food. 

I  would  like  further  to  state  that  as  long  as  this  country  can  pro¬ 
duce  more  food  than  we  can  consume,  that  there  should  be  no  one  in 
the  country  going  hungry. 
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I  remember  the  day  after  the  last  election,  November  of  1966,  as  I 
was  coming  out  of  my  house,  a  little  old  lady  came  up  to  me,  and  she 
said: 

Mr.  Vigorito,  see  what  you  can  do  for  our  older  citizens  so  that  we  can  improve 
our  diets.  We  live  on  such  a  small  limited  income  that  we  cannot  eat  what  we 
would  like  to  eat,  or  the  way  that  we  used  to  eat. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  should  only  dole  out  surplus  foods,  because 
we  have  a  capacity  to  produce  more  food  than  we  can  possibly  con¬ 
sume  :  we  should  produce  and  consume  the  food  that  this  Nation  needs. 

L  also  have  another  statement  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  from  Max 
Eosenn,  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare.  I  would  like 
also  to  have  that  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

The  income  exclusion,  it  points  out,  for  financial  eligibility  for  sur¬ 
plus  foods  or  food  stamps  is  $110  a  month  for  elderly  persons — $110. 
If  you  make  $111,  you  cannot  participate  in  the  surplus  food  and  food 
stamp  programs. 

I  believe  that  it  should  be  more  liberal  than  that,  and  that  we  have 
it  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee  in  this  Congress  to  see  to  it 
that,  our  senior  citizens  can  have  a  proper  diet. 

Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

The  Chairman.  You  want  to  include  all  of  these  articles  and  resolu¬ 
tions  in  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  Yes,  sir;  I  would  like  to  have  all  of  them  included. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  all  five  of  them  will  be  made  a 
part,  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  documents  referred  to  follow :) 

[Printer’s  No.  445] 

THE  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
House  Resolution  No.  74,  Session  of  1966 
(Adopted  by  the  House  Tuesday  July  12th) 

Introduced  bt  Messrs.  Polaski,  Bellomini,  E.  L.  Murray,  O’Dell,  Blair, 

Dwyer,  Hartley,  Bennett,  Lutty,  Meholchick,  Donnelly,  Shuman,  Mrs. 

Jones,  Messrs.  Pezak,  Hetrick,  Renwick,  Murphy,  Schmitt,  J.  K.  K.  Smith, 

Wilt,  Rigby,  Cioffi,  Tiberi,  Shelhamer,  Perry,  Wise,  Hankins,  Shelton, 

Emerson,  Brunner,  Suchko,  Homer,  Armstrong,  Willard,  Bachman,  Morley, 

Kradel,  Stemmler,  Welsh,  Otto,  Davis,  Kester  and  Mrs.  Kernaghan,  June 

7,  1966 

REFERRED  TO  COMMITTEE  ON  RULES,  JUNE  8,  1966 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  June  7, 1966. 

Retired  persons  receiving  social  security  are  eligible  to  receive  surplus  foods 
distributed  under  Federal  legislation  and  regulations.  However,  in  order  to  be 
eligible  they  must  qualify  under  a  means  test  establishing  need  based  on  State 
welfare  standards. 

In  this  Commonwealth,  such  standards  involve  net  income  and  liquid  assets 
and  have  been  made  as  liberal  as  Federal  regulations  permit. 

Nevertheless,  retired  persons  receiving  social  security  are  in  a  position  of 
hardship  due  to  their  fixed  income  and  the  constant  rising  cost  of  living;  there¬ 
fore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  House  of  Representatives  urges  the  United  States  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  explore  every  possibility  to  adapt  and  liberalize  Federal 
regulations  governing  distribution  of  surplus  foods  to  retired  persons  receiving 
social  security  so  as  to  take  into  consideration  their  position  of  need  due  to  their 
fixed  incomes  and  the  impact  thereon  of  the  rising  cost  of  living ;  and  be  it 
further 
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Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  United  States  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture. 


[Printer’s  No.  446] 

THE  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

House  Resolution  No.  75,  Session  of  1966 

(Adopted  by  the  House  Tuesday  July  12th) 

Introduced  by  Messrs.  Polaski,  O’Dell,  Blair,  Dwyer,  Bellomini,  Bennett, 
Donnelly,  Shuman,  Pezak,  Hetrick,  Renwick,  Murphy,  Meholchiok, 
Schmitt,  Lutty,  E.  L.  Murray,  Hartley,  J.  K.  K.  Smith,  Wilt,  Welsh, 
Kester,  Mrs.  Kernaghan,  Messrs.  Markovitz,  Rigby,  Cioffi,  Tiberi,  Sheu 
hamer,  Perry,  Wise,  Hankins,  Shelton,  Emerson,  J.  J.  Armstrong,  Brunner, 
Suohko,  Willard,  Bachman,  Morley,  Kradel,  Stemmler,  Homer,  Mrs.  Jones, 
Messrs.  Otto  and  Davis,  June  7, 1966 

REFERRED  TO  COMMITTEE  on  RULES  JUNE  8,  1966 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  June  7, 1966. 
The  Federal  Government,  through  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  has  been 
providing  funds  for  State  participation  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  This  pro¬ 
gram  was  designed  to  provide  all  needy  persons  with  better  diets  and  increased 
food  purchases. 

In  this  Commonwealth,  the  program  is  operational  in  only  a  portion  of  the 
counties  although  legislation  has  been  enacted  providing  for  participation  by 
all  interested  counties  and  although  some  counties  which  are  in  favor  of 
participation  cannot  q'ualify  because  of  Federal  requirements  as  to  eligibility  for 
the  funds  available. 

There  is  only  a  specified  amount  of  Federal  money  available  for  Pennsylvania 
for  this  program  and  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  requires  that 
as  to  its  distribution,  priorities  among  the  sixty-seven  counties  be  established  on 
the  basis  of  public  assistance  dependency  ratios,  the  percentage  of  people  on 
public  assistance  in  relation  to  the  total  population. 

Thus,  in  order  that  more  counties  desiring  to  participate  may  do  so,  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  funds  must  be  made  available.  The  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  requested  additional  funds  for  fiscal  1966-67 ;  therefore  be  it 
Resolved  (the  Senate  concurring),  That  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Pennsylvania  memorialize  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
approve  and,  if  possible,  add  to  the  increased  funds  proposed  for  the  1966-67 
Budget  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program  so  that 
funds  for  participation  of  all  counties  in  Pennsylvania  desiring  to  participate  in 
the  Food  Stamp  Program  will  be  available ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  each  member  of  Congress 
from  Pennsylvania. 


Council  Chambers,  Erie,  Pa.,  March  2,  1966 
By  Mr.  Harkins,  seconded  by  Mr.  Scheffner 
Resolved,  6 y  the  Council  of  the  City  of  Erie,  That : 

Whereas  a  large  segment  of  our  citizenry  are  persons  who  after  decades  of 
useful  and  productive  labor  are  living  in  well  merited  retirement  on  fixed  pen¬ 
sions,  and 

Whereas  the  increasing  cost  of  living,  in  all  fields,  has  trapped  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  portion  of  these  individuals  in  an  ever  worsening  financial  bind,  and 

Whereas  through  Divine  Providence,  and  the  aid  of  modern  application  of 
the  sciences  of  agriculture,  the  farms  of  America  are  each  year  producing  greater 
quantities  of  all  type  of  crops,  and 

Whereas  a  great  country  such  as  our  own.  that  has  and  will  continue  to  export 
immense  amounts  of  foods  to  the  entire  world,  can  and  shall  certainly  do  likewise 
for  its  own  Senior  Citizens,  so  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  hy  the  Cmncil  of  the  City  of  Erie,  Pa.,  That  they  call  upon  the  proper 
officials  of  the  Federal  Government  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  Common- 
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wealth  of  Pennsylvania  to  make  Surplus  Food  available  to  all  those  on  retire¬ 
ment,  including  those  individuals  on  100%  Social  Security  Disability,  without 
recourse  to  any  form  of  a  “MEANS  TEST’’,  as  one  method  of  alleviating  their 
financial  stringency,  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  forwarded  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  and  to  Robert  J.  Freiler,  Director, 
Bureau  of  Surplus  Foods,  Department  of  Property  and  Supplies,  Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania. 

March  2,  1966.  City  Council  adopt  by  yeas  Messrs.  Brabender,  Cappabianea, 
Feehley,  Glowacki,  Kinter,  Scheffner  and  Harkins.  7.  Nays.  0. 

March  2,  1966.  Signed  by  the  President.  Attested  by  the  City  Clerk. 

Signed  March  2,  1966. 

Bernard  J.  Harkins, 
President  of  City  Council. 

A  true  copy. 

Attest :  March  2,  1966. 

Eugene  Graney,  City  Clerk. 

[From  the  Erie  Churchman,  July  1966] 

Retired  Need  Help 

The  problem  of  the  aged  are  many.  Most  persons  past  65  are  retired  and 
living  on  fixed  incomes,  often  extremely  limited  ones.  Although  personal  ex¬ 
emptions  for  federal  income  tax  purposes  are  doubled  for  those  over  65,  very 
few  other  concessions  are  made  to  the  elderly.  Some  states  provide  property 
tax  exemptions  up  to  a  certain  level,  and  there  are  other  scattered  instances 
of  token  concession,  such  as  forgiveness  of  per  capita  tax  payment.  But  with 
relatively  few  exceptions,  our  retired  elderly  are  caught  in  an  economic  squeeze. 

The  basic  Medicare  program,  together  with  additional  coverage  available  at 
nominal  cost,  has  removed  much  of  the  fear  the  older  people  once  felt  about 
mounting  medical  costs,  but  they  are  still  faced  with  the  hard  problem  of  making 
their  money  stretch  far  enough  to  provide  basic  needs,  chief  of  which  is  sufficient 
food. 

The  Pennsylvania  Brigade,  Association  of  Retired  Persons,  has  launched  a 
campaign  to  allow  retired  persons  to  obtain  surplus  food  without  submitting  to 
the  “means  test”  required  of  those  young  enough  to  be  considered  still  a  part  of 
the  labor  market.  In  this  effort,  they  seem  to  have  garnered  the  support  of 
newspapers  and  most  government  officials.  But  so  far,  no  concrete  move  of 
any  official  standing  has  been  made,  such  as  passing  a  new  law  or  amending  the 
old  one. 

If  the  elderly  are  in  genuine  need,  why  should  they  be  reluctant  to  affirm 
that  need  through  the  standard  means  test?  Here’s  how  the  Pennsly vania 
Brigade  answers: 

It’s  a  matter  of  personal  pride  and  human  dignity.  They  spend  their  produc¬ 
tive  years  working  hard,  earning,  providing,  paying  taxes,  contributing  to  the 
total  economy,  without  ever  having  asked  for  charity.  Now  that  they’re  beyond 
the  productive  stage,  they  feel  they  still  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  humility 
of  declaring  themselves  poverty-stricken  in  order  to  obtain  a  little  help  thru 
surplus  food,  which  they  maintain  is  available  in  huge  quantities,  and  for  which 
the  government  is  hard  put  to  find  outlets — much  of  it,  they  say,  goes  to  foreign 
countries,  in  addition  to  that  provided  the  younger  needy  and  various  non-profit 
institutions.  And  in  the  absence  of  any  other  concessions  to  the  elderly  in 
Pennsylvania,  they  feel  that  opening  the  surplus  food  bins  to  the  retired,  thus 
freeing  a  few  more  of  their  limited  dollars  for  other  needs  and  comforts,  is 
logical  and  justified. 

There  seems  to  be  much  merit  in  the  Brigade’s  position.  If  there  are  some 
among  the  elderly  who  do  not  really  need  the  help,  is  not  the  same  thing  true 
of  social  security?  The  Brigade  feels  that  “policing”  the  program  to  prevent 
abuses  would  be  more  costly  than  the  amount  of  food  taken  by  those  not  in  real 
need.  After  all,  how  many  retired  people  would  even  accept  government  surplus 
food  if  they  were  perfectly  capable  of  providing  for  their  own  wants? 

An  examination  of  the  needs  of  the  elderly  is  indeed  in  order.  Our  legislators 
should  determine  what,  if  any,  tax  exemptions  might  be  instituted  on  their 
behalf.  And  certainly  careful  consideration  should  be  given  to  eliminating,  or 
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at  least  modifying,  the  means  test  in  the  ease  of  the  elderly  seeking  surplus  food. 
(For  further  information,  contact  H.  A.  Swedenhjelm,  3322  Elliot  Road,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Brigade,  Association  of  Retired  Persons.) 

— J.E.D. 


Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania, 

Department  of  Public  Welfare, 

Harrisburg,  June  23, 1966. 

Hon.  Joseph  P.  Vigorito, 

Congress  of  the  United,  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Congressman  Vigorito:  I  appreciate  your  request  for  recommendations 
on  Federal  legislation  to  accomplish  the  aim  of  the  various  Erie  County  citizens 
groups  to  make  surplus  foods  available  to  all  retired  persons  without  a  means 
test. 

Federal  legislation  establishing  the  surplus  food  and  food  stamp  programs 
authorizes  granting  such  food  to  the  needy.  Therefore,  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  requires  that,  to  be  financially  eligible  for  surplus  foods 
or  food  stamps,  a  person’s  financial  means  must  be  roughly  comparable  to  the 
top  amount  of  public  assistance  that  a  needy  person  can  get  in  the  State. 

Since  Pennsylvania’s  income  and  assets  criteria  for  eligibility  for  surplus  food 
and  food  stamps  are  among  the  most  liberal  in  the  nation,  there  are  among 
the  440,000  needy  persons  now  receiving  surplus  foods  or  food  stamps  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  large  numbers  of  retired  persons  who  are  Social  Security  beneficiaries. 
The  income  exclusion  point  for  financial  eligibility  for  surplus  foods  or  food 
stamps  is  $110  a  month  for  the  elderly  person.  Emergency  or  special  circum¬ 
stances  are  also  recognized. 

Since  the  requirements  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  are 
based  on  federal  legislation,  you  may  wish,  if  you  agree  with  the  proposals  of  the 
Erie  County  citizens  groups,  to  introduce  legislation  to  amend  the  present  law 
so  as  to  make  all  retired  persons  eligible  for  surplus  foods,  regardless  of  their 
means. 

Since  our  Department’s  focus  in  this  area  is  on  needy  persons  receiving  public 
assistance,  we  feel  that  legislation  is  also  needed  to  increase  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment's  financial  participation  in  States’  Public  assistance  grants.  Pennsylvania’s 
allowances  for  elderly  citizens  are  something  under  90%  of  the  cost  of  a  minimum 
standard  of  health  and  decency ;  for  all  others,  the  allowances  are  less  than  70% 
of  the  cost  of  a  minimum  decent  standard.  Higher  assistance  grants  would 
enable  needy  elderly  and  other  persons  to  buy  more  food  and  clothing,  decent 
housing,  household  goods,  etc.  that  they  so  desperately  need. 

In  our  experience  in  administering  the  food  stamp  program  (in  operation  in 
seventeen  counties  in  Pennsylvania,  not  including  Erie  County),  we  have  found, 
on  the  whole,  that  this  program  is  preferred  to  the  surplus  food  program.  In 
contrast  with  the  surplus  food  program,  the  food  stamp  program  leaves  the  choice 
of  foods  up  to  the  individual ;  he  is  able  to  buy  a  greater  variety  of  foods  and 
have  a  more  balanced  diet ;  he  can  buy  the  food  in  community  stores  at  times 
convenient  to  him  rather  than  wait  in  line  at  special  hours  for  food  distribution ; 
and,  it  benefits  the  business  in  the  home  communities  by  increasing  the  volume 
of  trade  at  regular  retail  outlets.  As  you  probably  know,  in  the  counties  where 
the  food  stamp  program  operates,  it  replaces  the  surplus  food  program.  I  am 
enclosing  a  leaflet  that  briefly  describes  the  food  stamp  program. 

I  should  add,  that  some  families  with  low  income  have  found  it  a  hardship  to 
spend  the  amount  of  money  they  are  required  to  spend  for  food  stamps.  (For 
example,  a  family  of  two  with  $100  net  monthly  income  must  buy  $16  worth  of 
coupons  twice  a  month  to  get  $8  worth  of  coupons  free  each  time.) 

I  greatly  appreciate  your  interest  in  improving  the  living  standards  of  retired 
persons  who  must  live  on  low  pensions,  social  security,  and  old  age  assistance. 

Please  feel  free  to  write  me  again  at  any  time  that  I  can  be  of  service. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Max  Rosenn,  Secretary. 


The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Vigorito  ? 

Mr.  Goodltng.  I  want  to  be  absolutely  certain  that  I  am  reading 
what  I  think  I  am  reading.  You  say  you  want  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
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culture  to  distribute  agricultural  products  to  people  over  65  years 
of  age  without  reference  to  their  personal  needs  or  income - 

Is  that  what  you  are  saying  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  No,  no,  no.  If  you  go  on  further  it  states  that  the 
income  must  'be  no  greater  than  $3,000  per  single  individual  or  $4,000 
for  a  couple. 

Mr.  Goodling.  That  is  in  another  section  of  the  bill,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  Yes. 

Mr.  Goodling.  In  other  words,  what  you  are  saying  on  the  first 
page  of  your  bill  is  not  what  I  have  just  said,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Vigorito.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Goodling.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  a  limitation  in  another  section  of  the  bill 
referring  to  $3,000  and  $4,000. 

Are  there  any  further  questions  of  Mr.  Vigorito  ? 

If  not,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Vigorito. 

Mr.  Vigorito.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Harry  Graham,  legislative  representative 
of  the  National  Grange.  We  will  be  delighted  to  hear  from  you  now. 

STATEMENT  0E  HARRY  L.  GRAHAM,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE,  NATIONAL  GRANGE 

Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  had 
hoped  this  morning  that  since  this  was  an  area  that  deals  with  con¬ 
sumers  and  with  children  that  we  would  have  the  time  for  Miss 
Boukalis  to  read  the  statement;  however,  since  we  are  pressed  for  time, 
I  will  just  take  the  opportunity  to  introduce  her  to  you,  because  some¬ 
times  you  are  going  to  have  the  privilege  of  looking  at  someone  besides 
myself  when  the  Grange  presents  its  testimony. 

She  is  Miss  Mary  Boukalis. 

And  then  let  me  summarize  very  quickly  the  statement  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  saving  time. 

The  Chairman.  Do  not  summarize  it  if  she  is  going  to  read  the 
paper. 

Mr.  Graham.  She  is  not  going  to  read  it.  When  we  have  more 
time,  we  will  let  her  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  be  glad  to  have  her  do  that. 

Mr.  Graham.  We  would  say,  first  of  all,  that  Mrs.  Sullivan’s  bill 
on  food  stamps  has  our  hearty  approval.  And  as  to  Mr.  Vigorito’s 
bill,  we  think  the  objectives  are  commendable,  but  we  would  like  to 
see  a  price  tag  on  that.  It  is  pretty  indefinite  at  the  present  time. 
Therefore,  if  he  will  bring  that  back  in  another  year  with  a  little 
more  refinement  it,  we  will  be  more  happy  to  support  it,  Congressman 
Vigorito. 

In  terms  of  Mr.  Sisk’s  bill,  we  think  that  in  some  way  we  must  have 
some  adequate  provision  for  the  migratory  people.  This  has  been 
a  sticky  problem  all  along.  We  all  recognize  that  one.  They  do  not 
stay  any  place  long  enough  to  get  residency  established,  and  yet  they 
are  very  essential  to  our  agriculture  economy.  After  all,  they  are 
people  with  families. 
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I  do  not  believe  that  all  of  the  evidence  used  to  justify  this  in 
Fresno  County  would  impress  me  any  more  than,  apparently,  it  has 
the  chairman. 

In  the  statement  we  have  prepared  here,  I  think  it  was  modified 
a  little  bit,  because  the  witness  almost  talked  himself  out  of  his  posi¬ 
tion.  Primarily,  we  should  remember  that  even  where  there  is  relief 
provisions  made  such  as  in  Fresno  County,  which  is,  incidentally, 
according  to  their  chamber  of  commerce,  the  richest  agricultural 
county  in  the  Nation,  with  farm  sales  exceeding  $1  million  a  day, 
where  there  is  a  cash  welfare  law  that  participation  in  the  food 
stamp  fund  is  a  practical  way  of  reducing  the  cash  welfare  loan, 
because  otherwise  they  are  furnishing  them  enough  money  for  all  of 
their  foods,  to  participate  in  the  food  stamp  plan,  and  the  welfare 
department  can  do  that  if  they  want  to  do  so.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing.  They  can  enable  the  recipients  to  receive  about  four  or 
five  times  as  much  food  for  the  same  amount  of  money.  So,  this  one, 
with  the  exception  of  trying  to  provide  some  way  of  handling  the 
migratory  people,  is  one  that  we  could  not  support. 

Briefly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  position  of  the  testimony  that  I 
will  tile  with  your  permission. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  your  statement  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  submitted  by  Mr.  Harry  Graham 
follows:) 

Statement  of  Harry  L.  Graham,  Legislative  Representative,  National 

Grange 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
was  originally  passed  as  somewhat  of  a  pilot  program  and  it,  of  course,  had 
a  termination  date  which  is  in  1967.  It  was  anticipated  that  a  number  of  states 
would  want  to  use  the  program,  but  the  requests  for  sharing  in  the  program 
have  exceeded  original  estimates,  indicating  the  general  approval  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  program. 

H.R.  1318  by  Mrs.  Sullivan  properly  puts  the  program  on  the  basis  that  it 
is  not  to  be  terminated  until  specifically  done  by  the  Congress,  allowing  for  the 
orderly  programming  and  budgeting  not  only  by  the  Federal  Government  but  by 
the  state  and  local  governments  involved. 

At  the  same  time,  it  provides  for  an  expansion  of  the  program  on  an  orderly 
basis  to  cover  the  needs  of  those  who  are  in  the  income  brackets  which  properly 
and  legally  qualify  them  for  receiving  this  assistance. 

The  Grange  supported  the  original  pilot  project,  we  supported  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964  and  we  are  happy  to  support  H.R.  1318  to  put  this  on  an  expanded 
and  more  permanent  basis. 

We  urge  this  Committee  to  approve  this  bill  and  that  appropriate  action  by 
the  Congress  should  follow. 

One  of  the  concerns  of  the  Grange  as  it  has  surveyed  this  and  previous  pro¬ 
grams  was  that  the  Nation  was  dependent  upon  the  distribution  of  “surplus 
commodities.”  These  were  purchased  by  the  government  at  “support  levels”, 
far  below  a  fair  price  to  the  producers. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  has  brought  the  procurement  of  food  into  the  regular 
market  channels  where  the  recipients  have  access  to  the  same  food  available  to 
others  in  our  society.  The  dual  results  upgrading  the  diets  by  making  essential 
foods  available,  and  the  normalizing  of  the  market  system  for  food  distribution 
were  and  are  commendable  and  worthwhile  objectives. 

As  Under  Secretary  Schnittker  said  this  week  in  a  speech  before  the  Texas 
and  Southwestern  Cattle  Raisers  Association,  “The  steady  expansion  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  is  an  important  force  in  expanding  markets.  By  the  end  of  the 
current  fiscal  year,  nearly  two  million  persons  will  be  involved.  Much  of  the 
increase  in  spending  for  food  will  be  for  meat  and  other  livestock  products.” 
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While  we  are  in  sympathy  with  the  general  thrust  of  the  legislation  introduced 
by  Mr.  Vigorito,  II. R.  3817,  we  would  prefer  to  delay  our  approval  of  this  bill 
until  the  program  has  been  expanded  to  the  limit  of  its  original  objectives  and 
until  we  have  a  rather  accurate  estimate  of  the  costs  involved  in  this  proposal. 

This  bill  has  a  further  disadvantage  against  it  at  this  time  in  that  the  surpluses 
of  foods  which  were  in  such  abundance  in  the  original  food  distribution  program 
are  no  longer  available  and  we  would  prefer  to  wait  until  it  becomes  evident 
that  we  have  food  beyond  our  regular  commitments  for  this  surplus  food  distribu¬ 
tion  before  we  expand  to  the  territory  with  which  Mr.  Vigorito  is  properly  and 
commendably  concerned. 

Regarding  the  two  bills  introduced  by  Mr.  Sisk,  H.R.  1268  and  H.R.  1269,  which 
are  designed  to  serve  the  same  purpose,  we  would  hope  that  the  provisions  for 
the  distribution  of  government-owned  foodstuffs  in  cases  of  national  emergency 
and  disaster  would  be  covered  under  the  present  legislation.  If  there  is  need  to 
clarify  the  right  of  the  Federal  Government  to  distribute  surplus  commodities 
in  disaster  areas  where  food  stamps  are  also  being  used  and  if  this  proposal  is 
necessary  in  the  opinion  of  the  counsel  of  the  Committee  or  other  legal  experts, 
we  would  support  the  proposal. 

A  problem  exists  in  trying  to  provide  for  the  migratory  people  who  do  not 
live  in  one  locality  long  enough  to  qualify  on  the  basis  of  residence  for  the 
distribution  of  either  surplus  foods  or  food  stamps.  Certainly  there  are  instances 
when  these  migratory  laborers  who  are  an  essential  part  of  the  agricultural 
structure  are  in  situations  where  they  are  unemployed  temporarily  and  where 
it  appears  that  some  assistance  is  necessary,  and,  in  many  instances,  vital  to  the 
health  and  welfare  of  the  families  involved. 

If  it  is  possible  to  cover  this  situation  in  a  little  more  specific  language,  I 
think  we  would  be  more  enthusiastic  about  supporting  the  proposal  of  the  Con¬ 
gressman  from  California. 

Perhaps,  by  granting  the  authority  to  the  Secretary  to  determine  when  such 
distributions  are  necessary  and  what  procedures  should  be  followed,  is  as  good 
an  answer  to  the  problem  as  we  have,  but  we  would  hope  that  the  Committee 
would  direct  its  attention  in  its  deliberations  on  these  proposals  to  this  problem 
long  enough  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  this  proposed  legislation  has  the  pos¬ 
sibility  and  potential  of  accomplishing  the  worthwhile  objectives  concerning  the 
distinguished  Congressman  from  California. 

We  are  of  the  firm  conviction  that  nobody  in  this  United  States  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  go  hungry  as  long  as  there  is  an  abundance  of  food  available  and  as 
long  as  we  have  the  great  wealth  this  Nation  so  obviously  possesses. 

The  problem  of  caring  for  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  families  of  migratory 
laborers  has  been  one  of  the  most  persistent  and  most  difficult  to  answer  of  all 
the  problems  we  have  had  relating  to  farm  labor.  The  plight  of  the  migratory 
laborer  is  clear  evidence  that  much  still  needs  to  be  accomplished  in  this  field. 

In  summary,  the  Grange  supports  the  purpose  of  this  legislation  and  would  be 
pleased  to  support  any  refinements  to  the  proposal  this  Committee  might  be  able 
to  develop. 

One  of  the  most  beneficial  and  far-reaching  bills  passed  by  the  89th  Congress 
was  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966.  This  legislation  brought  the  whole  field 
of  school  lunch  feeding  and  Special  Milk  Programs  under  one  Act  and  gave  it  a 
permanence  and  stability  it  properly  deserved. 

It  is  not  inconsequential  to  note  in  regard  to  the  Special  Milk  Program,  that 
this  has  probably  done  more  than  all  of  the  rest  of  the  promotional  campaigns  com¬ 
bined  to  make  milk  drinkers  out  of  the  present  generation. 

Your  witness  cannot  drink  coffee  or  any  drink  containing  caffeine  because  of 
an  allergy.  On  planes,  it  is  usually  possible  to  get  a  glass  of  milk,  except  on 
those  flights  where  college  students  are  in  the  majority  such  as  at  vacation 
time.  There  is  never  enough  milk  at  those  times  to  go  around. 

Some  of  my  young  friends  tell  how  their  fraternity  houses  limit  the  amount 
of  milk  per  person  since  some  of  them  would  drink  nothing  else.  At  a  time 
when  we  have  a  persistent  dairy  problem,  the  development  of  a  new  generation 
of  milk  drinkers,  largely  due  to  the  Special  Milk  Program,  is  a  heartening  straw 
in  the  wind.  It  has  always  had  our  enthusiastic  endorsement. 

We  are  in  agreement,  however,  with  critics  of  the  bill  in  that  there  are  some 
loopholes  that  need  to  be  cleared  up  in  fairness  to  all  of  the  children  of  the 
Nation  who  have  an  equal  right  to  at  least  the  minimal  nutritional  requirements 
for  physical  and  mental  growth. 
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We  would  propose  to  the  Committee  that  ways  and  means  be  developed  to 
make  certain  that  all  children  be  fed  as  a  part  of  these  programs.  If  a 
“means  test”  is  to  be  used  to  determine  if  the  children  of  poor  parents  should 
receive  this  food  free,  then  it  should  be  required  that  no  method  be  used  to 
differentiate  between  these  children  in  such  a  way  that  the  recipients  of  free 
food  are  made  an  object  of  scorn  or  ridicule. 

We  have  heard  of  instances  where  different  colored  tickets  were  used  for 
those  who  paid  for  their  lunch,  although  no  one  really  pays  the  full  value  as  we 
all  know,  and  those  who  received  the  lunch  free.  In  at  least  one  instance,  two 
small  girls  did  without  the  lunch  rather  than  display  the  “blue”  tickets  con¬ 
trasted  to  the  “red”  tickets  of  the  others. 

The  purpose  of  the  program  is  obviously  circumvented  in  these  instances  and 
should  be  forestalled  in  the  future. 

The  amendment  which  has  been  transmitted  to  the  Congress,  before  this  Com¬ 
mittee,  providing  food  services  for  children  participating  in  group  situations 
away  from  home,  such  as  child  day-care  centers,  settlement  houses  and  day 
camps,  would  provide  assistance  for  those  children  not  yet  in  school  and  for 
those  who  are  out  of  school  during  the  summer  months  when  no  other  food  serv¬ 
ices  are  available. 

This  Committee  has  heard,  I  am  sure,  from  more  competent  witnesses  the 
scientific  proof  that  malnutrition  during  the  first  four  years  of  a  child’s  life  can 
seriously  affect  his  learning  ability  through  the  rest  of  his  life.  The  physical 
effects  of  inadequate  nutrition  can  sometimes  be  overcome  if  a  proper  nutritional 
program  starts  early  enough  in  the  pre-adolescent  years  and  is  followed  in 
adulthood.  However,  the  damage  to  the  learning  capacity  seems  to  be  perma¬ 
nent  and  irrevocable. 

In  a  Nation  so  committed  to  a  War  on  Poverty,  it  would  seem  incredible  not  to 
attack  this  problem  at  its  root  source,  namely  children.  We  must  provide  every 
opportunity  for  children  to  learn  the  skills  necessary  to  enable  them  to  make 
a  living  later  in  life  sufficiently  high  enough  that  they  are  not  permanently 
committed  to  the  poverty  group.  Therefore,  we  must  not  let  a  lack  of  feeding 
programs  for  children  in  poverty  areas  blight  their  chances  for  a  successful  and 
happy  adulthood. 

We  may  urge,  and  some  do,  that  adults  who  cannot  make  a  living  for  them¬ 
selves  may  be  lacking  in  initiative,  or  that  there  may  be  something  lacking 
personally  to  make  them  efficient  wage  earners.  Mental  and  emotional  instabil¬ 
ity  and  the  various  factors  are  frequently  brought  before  us.  Some  of  these 
factors  can  be  corrected  and  a  tremendous  amount  of  money  is  appropriated  to 
do  so. 

The  sad  part  of  this  story  is  that  the  children  who  are  placed  irrevocably  in 
a  poverty  situation  by  malnutrition  are  the  victims  of  circumstances  over  which 
they  have  absolutely  no  control.  Their  options  are  all  closed.  Their  ability 
to  make  decisions  has  not  yet  been  developed,  and  if  they  were  made,  could 
not  be  carried  out. 

Therefore,  we  believe  that  the  Administration  and  this  Committee  is  properly 
advised  to  give  serious  consideration  to  the  amendment  of  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  to  expand  these  child  feeding  programs,  to  fund  them  properly,  and 
to  designate  the  means  by  which  they  may  be  administered  effectively. 

When  this  witness  appeared  before  this  Committee  recently  to  discuss  the 
problem  of  the  possibility  of  mass  starvation  of  millions  of  people  in  India,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  City  who  sits  on  the  Committee  properly  raised  the 
question  about  why  we  did  not  take  care  of  feeding  our  own  needy  people. 
We  promised  him  then  that  when  this  act  came  before  the  Committee,  along 
with  the  Food  Stamp  Act,  we  would  give  as  vigorous  support  to  the  attempts 
made  to  feed  the  American  needy  as  we  have  to  provide  jusit  a  minimal  require¬ 
ment  to  sustain  life  in  a  land  such  as  India. 

I  have  never  visited  India  and  seen  mass  starvation,  but  it  has  been  described 
to  me  by  my  friends  who  have  been  there.  I  do  well  remember,  though,  visiting 
with  small  group  of  people  in  the  slum  area  of  Knoxville,  Tennessee,  and  seeing 
a  mother  trying  to  satisfy  the  hunger  cries  of  a  starving  child  out  of  a  bottle 
of  water.  The  picture  of  that  tiny  baby  with  bloated  stomach  and  crooked  lips 
being  held  by  a  distraught  mother  has  been  forever  etched  on  my  mind. 

As  the  Bible  so  aptly  reminds  us,  “If  a  man  hungered,  feed  him” ;  for  we  shall 
be  judged  in  the  final  analysis  on  whether  we  have  fed  him  when  he  visited  us 
in  the  form  of  a  hungry  child. 
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I  do  not  feel  I  need  to  urge  this  Committee  to  adopt  this  legislation.  Your 
concern  and  responsibility  in  this  field  has  been  amply  demonstrated  many  times. 
What  the  Grange  is  trying  to  say  to  you  today  is  that  we  commend  you  for 
what  you  have  done  in  the  past;  we  appreciate  what  you  are  trying  to  do  at 
present ;  and  we  hope  that  your  interest  and  concern  in  this  field  will  continue 
in  the  future. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Graham? 

Mr.  Brasco? 

Mr.  Brasco.  I  have  just  one  question.  You  said  that  you  did  not 
support  Mr.  Vigorito’s  bill,  that  you  would  like  to  see  a  price  tag  on 
it — which  would  be  the  giving  out  of  surpluses.  And  here  we  are 
again  becoming  involved,  because  I  asked  the  Secretary  yesterday 
whether  or  not  we  had  surpluses.  And  I  still  do  not  know  myself. 
In  the  event  there  are  surpluses  which,  apparently,  have  been  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  Government  with  the  money  of  the  people — the  same 
people  who  at  one  stage  of  their  life  supported  our  Government 
through  their  tax  dollars — the  same  people  that  Mr.  Vigorito  is  talk¬ 
ing  about — you  would  not  agree  that  this  food  should  be  given  back 
to  them  if  there  are  surpluses  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  What  we  are  doing,  Mr.  Brasco,  at  the  present  time, 
is  that  what  surpluses  there  are  are  being  distributed  through  institu¬ 
tions  that  are  also  needy  institutions.  So,  we  are  doing  that.  We 
really  do  not  have  very  much  surplus.  We  do  have  a  problem  develop¬ 
ing  in  milk,  but  I  would  not  object  to  that  one.  But  by  the  same 
token,  what  I  am  trying  to  say  is  that  until  we  get  this  food  stamp 
program  a  little  better  established  and  more  generally  acceptable,  mak¬ 
ing  substantial  exceptions  to  it,  it  seems  to  me  to  make  only  something 
that  complicates  the  problem  that  we  are  trying  to  solve  at  the  present 
time,  and  this  is  more  my  concern  than  the  other. 

They  do  qualify  for  food  stamps  if  they  come  within  certain  means 
tests,  and  Mr.  Yigorito  has  put  a  means  test  on  it.  He  just  put  it 
high. 

Mr.  Brasco.  May  I  ask  you  this,  then,  Mr.  Graham:  You  appeared, 
if  I  remember  correctly,  and  testified  on  the  food  for  India  program. 
Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Brasco.  Was  that  surplus  that  went  to  India  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  Not  all  of  it;  no. 

Mr.  Brasco.  But  some  of  it  was  surplus  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  What  has  gone  in  the  past  was  surplus ;  what  is  going 
in  the  future  will  not  be  surplus.  I  do  not  think  that  very  much  that 
can  be  purchased  will  be  at  the  support  price  level  to  go  to  India. 

Mr.  Brasco.  But  if  there  is  surplus,  would  you  support  Mr. 
Vigorito’s  bill  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  Certainly ;  we  supported  both  the  food  stamp  and  the 
food  distribution  plans.  We  prefer  the  food  stamp  plan.  It  gets 
away  from  some  very  sticky  problems  that  we  have  had  in  the  other. 

The  food  is  going  to  be  used  that  way,  too. 

We  are  not  in  favor  of  giving  away  food — it  is  not  that ;  what  we 
are  talking  about  at  the  present  time  is  trying  to  make  the  program 
work  that  we  have  started  that  has  certain  limitations  that  seem  to  be 
reasonable  at  the  present  time;  and  with  all  of  the  sympathy  that 
we  have  for  our  elderly  people,  I  do  not  know  that  we  are  justified 
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in  making  the  exception  to  allow  a  single  person  with  $3,000  income 
to  receive  surplus  foods  if  he  is  over  65  years  of  age,  or  two  people 
who  have  $4,000  income;  if  it  is  a  mother  and  a  child,  the  limitation 
would  be  much  lower.  This  is  the  very  issue  which  is  of  concern. 

Mr.  Brasco.  What  has  occurred  to  me,  with  all  due  deference  and 
respect  to  my  colleagues  on  this  committee  who  represent  the  farm 
areas,  it  seems  to  me  that  again  I  am  here  in  an  area  of  being  naive, 
coming  from  the  city ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  what  we  are  saying  is 
that  the  Government  is  supporting  a  lot  of  these  farm  programs  with 
the  moneys,  the  public  moneys,  but  when  it  comes  to  supporting  those 
people  in  this  country  who  need  food  with  surpluses,  every  time  I  ask 
this  question:  Do  we  have  surpluses  or  do  we  not  have  surpluses? 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  farm  people  become  concerned  about  the  fact 
that  you  might  destroy  the  market  by  giving  it  out.  They  are  getting 
it  from  both  ends  and  protecting  themselves ;  and  the  people  are  get¬ 
ting  it  from  both  ends.  What  they  give  in  to  the  Government,  the 
Government  purchases  from  the  farmer — they  cannot  get  it;  at  least, 
the  needy  cannot  get  it  back ;  and  it  seems  to  me,  unless  I  am  wrong, 
that  this  is  a  type  of  a  circle  that  we  are  traveling  in.  I  do  not  know 
that  it  is  the  proper  approach. 

Mr.  Graham.  May  I  comment  to  say  that  I  think  that  this  may 
appear  to  be  a  circle  to  you,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  be  to  us ;  because 
what  is  really  involved  here  is  that  we  are  going  to  do  both  for  the 
same  people,  and  whether  or  not  we  should  have  both  programs  for 
the  same  people. 

Mr.  Brasco.  I  do  not  see  much  difference. 

Mr.  Graham.  It  will  make  much  difference,  because  it  will  double 
the  gifts  to  some  people  where  they  are  in  certain  circumstances;  and 
to  other  people  it  would  be  denied,  one-half  of  it. 

What  we  are  saying  is  this :  We  are  not  arguing  about  any  limitation 
on  the  amount  that  is  used.  We  would  support  whatever  budget  you 
bring  out;  but  we  are  saying:  Let  us  do  it  in  fairness  to  all,  to  all 
needy  people  at  the  same  time.  The  market  has  nothing  to  do  with  this. 

Mr.  Brasco.  It  does  not  apply  to  that — it  is  to  extend  the  market. 

Mr.  Graham.  We  would  rather  take  and  use  it  here.  We  have 
always  supported  the  use  of  the  food  here.  There  has  not  been  any 
change  in  that.  This  is  generally  true  of  most  of  the  farmer  organiza¬ 
tions.  We  have  been  at  this  for  many  years,  to  get  surpluses  dis¬ 
tributed.  It  became  very  sticky,  and  the  food  stamp  approach  seems 
to  be  a  much  more  logical  and  easier  way  of  handling  this  problem. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Will  you  yield  ? 

Mr.  Brasco.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  will  we  do  with  the  surplus  if  all  areas  get 
food  stamps  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  I  think  that  we  have  plenty  of  use  for  them  generally, 
in  institutions. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  will  happen  to  the  surplus  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  For  the  amount  of  surpluses  that  we  have  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time - 

Mr.  Abernethy.  In  your  judgment,  would  the  food  used  in  all  of 
the  colleges,  the  hospitals,  and  the  other  institutions  such  as  orphan¬ 
ages,  and  the  like,  consume  it  ? 
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Mr.  Graham.  That  type  of  thing. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  You  do  not  really  mean  that  ?  Do  you  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  When  you  apply  it  to  the  school  lunch  program,  I  do. 
I  hope  I  am  right. 

Mr.  Abf.rnethy.  I  hope  that  we  are  right ;  but  we  all  know  that  you 
are  not  right,  and  I  think  you  know  that. 

Mr.  Graham.  At  the  present  time  we  are  not  plagued  with  that 
many  surpluses  that  we  have  to  worry  about  it. 

Mr.  Abf.rnethy.  With  all  due  deference,  you  do  not  say  that  there 
is  no  surplus  of  food  in  this  country,  do  you  ? 

Mr.  Graham.  I  am  not  saying  that — there  is  no  great  abundance. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  'What  about - 

Mr.  Graham.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  they  are  purchasing  this 
from  the  market  in  order  to  doit. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Oh. 

Mr.  Graham.  Which  commodity  are  we  purchasing  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  The  gentlemen  this  morning  were  speaking  of  flour 
I  and  cheese  and  the  like. 

M r.  Graham.  That  is  a  small  quantity. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  realize  that  it  is  being  purchased,  not  because 
it  is  surplus.  It  is  purchased  in  order  to  firm  up  the  market.  It  is 
not  being  purchased  necessarily  to  be  distributed.  It  is  being  pur¬ 
chased  for  the  purpose  of  firming  up  the  market  on  our  agricultural 
commodities. 

Mr.  Graham.  We  are  saying  that  we  do  not  object  to  that  approach 
in  the  areas  where  it  is  being  used ;  we  support  that. 

What  we  do  object  to,  is  doing  it  both  for  the  same  people;  doing 
it  twice. 

Mr.  Brasco.  You  said  that  there  was  a  sticky  problem  that  the  food 
stamp  program  took  care  of.  What  was  that  st.iclcy  problem? 

Mr.  Graham.  There  were  numerous  questions  in  terms  of  the  dis¬ 
tribution,  but  the  worst  of  them  was  that  this  was  handed  out  on  the 
basis  of  what  was  available  instead  of  on  the  basis  of  what  was  needed. 
If  they  had  an  extra  10  pounds  of  cornmeal  they  would  give  that  out 
when  maybe  the  recipient  already  had  40  pounds  of  cornmeal  in  the 
house.  So,  it  did  not  have  any  relationship  much  of  the  time  to  the 
need.  It  was  more  related  to  the  surpluses.  The  need,  is  more  im¬ 
portant  than  the  surplus  that  was  available. 

Mr.  Brasco.  It  seems  to  me  that  what  we  are  doing — I  agree  with 
my  colleague,  Mr.  Abernethy,  that  this  is  being  purchased  to  support 
the  market.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  farm  people  would  rather  have 
the  Federal  Government  get  into  an  area  and  give  out  money  again 
so  that  what  is  on  the  market  can  be  purchased,  without  giving  it  to 
the  people;  that  is,  these  commodities.  And  it  seems  to  me  further 
that  it  is  sort  of  a  double  type  of  subsidy,  in  effect,  if  that  is  what  it 
is,  and  that  we  should  then  say  that  instead  of  going  around  in  a  circle, 
we  should  call  it  what  it  is.  I  do  not  understand  that  whatever  the 
Government  purchases  with  public  funds  to  support  the  market  in 
any  way— I  do  not  know  why  it  should  not  go  back  to  the  needy  people 
in  this  country  without  any  question,  without  any  sticky  problem,  or 
anything  else. 

Mr.  Graham.  May  I,  in  reply  to  that,  ask  you  a  question  ? 
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In  the  areas  that  have  food  stamps  only,  that  they  also  could  have 
surplus  foods  made  available  to  them  on  the  same  basis  as  in  areas  that 
do  not  have  the  food  stamp  program  ? 

Mr.  Brasco.  I  would  say  this,  that  obviously,  the  surpluses  would 
not  be  the  type  of  commodities  or  products  that  people  could  live  on 
or  that  we  would  want  them  to  live  on.  And  I  think  that  the  one  would 
balance  the  other.  You  would  have  the  food  stamp  program  for  those 
things  that  were  necessary,  but  those  things  that  we  have  in  surplus 
I  would  think  that  we  should  let  the  people  have  them,  and  then  pick 
up  with  any  other  kind  of  program  that  you  want  to  use  to  imple¬ 
ment.  I  think  it  is  about  time  that  we  started  to  support  ourselves 
and  those  people  in  our  country  who  need  it,  particularly  when  the 
American  public  is  paying  for  it,  rather  than  sending  it  all  over  and 
having  people  coming  in  with  their  problems.  I  agree  that  there  are 
people  in  the  world  who  are  less  fortunate  than  we  are,  but  I  think 
that  in  this  case  charity  should  begin  at  home.  I  would  like  to  see 
one  time  when  we  have  our  own  needs  taken  care  of  first,  and  then  be 
concerned  with  some  of  the  other  problems  that  arise  all  over  the 
world. 

I  do  not  understand  all  of  the  intricacies  of  the  agriculture  problem. 
I  think  it  is  a  question  of  dollars  and  cents.  Since  I  have  been  here, 
that  whole  thing  has  never  made  any  sense  to  me.  No  one  has  ever  been 
able  to  explain  it  to  my  satisfaction. 

Mr.  Graham.  This  is  not  an  inconsequential  operation  or  appro¬ 
priation  that  is  being  considered  in  terms  of  the  total  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  food  lunch,  and  the  like.  This  runs  up  to  a  very  large  appro¬ 
priation.  On  top  of  that  is  the  welfare  appropriation  which,  in 
total,  runs  some  $6  or  $7  billion,  so  that  we  are  not,  really,  neglecting 
too  many  people.  This  is  a  choice  of  how  you  are  going  to  do  it,  and 
this  is  what,  we  say  about  it. 

Again,  I  say  to  you :  As  to  the  level,  we  are  not  questioning  that ;  we 
are  questioning  the  duplication  where  there  is  an  unnecesvsary  dupli¬ 
cation,  and  we  are  questioning  that.  If  the  committee  wants  to  hold 
hearings  on  surpluses  this  probably  is  not  the  time,  but  basically,  we 
have  three  commodities  that  we  are  purchasing  at  the  present  time: 
one  is  orange  juice  from  Florida  to  take  care  of  an  extremely  heavy 
glut  in  Florida.  They  are  purchasing  modest  amounts  of  canned  pork 
and  of  boneless  beef.  They  are  purchasing  some  milk.  These  are  the 
four  commodities  that  are  being  purchased  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  at  the  the  present  time. 

If  we  are  going  to  depend  upon  that  for  an  adequate  diet,  it  is  com¬ 
pletely  inadequate,  of  course.  But,  again,  most  of  this  is  purchased 
in  terms  of  their  obligation  and  confinement  to  the  programs  already 
in  existence,  so  that  this,  really,  is  not  a  lot  of  extra  available  food  at 
this  time.  It  is  an  entirely  different  situation  from  5  years  ago  when  we 
would  have  been  talking  a  different  language  there.  We  are  in  a  dif¬ 
ferent.  situation.  We  all  realize  that. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

If  not,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you  and  thank  you  so  much  for 
your  cooperation  this  morning. 

Our  colleague,  Mr.  Saylor,  of  Pennsylvania,  is  with  us  and  wants  to 
be  heard  on  some  phase  of  this  matter.  We  will  be  delighted  to  hear 
from  you  now,  Mr.  Saylor. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  P.  SAYLOR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Saylor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  appear  here  in  support  of  legislation  introduced  by  my  colleague, 
Mrs.  Sullivan,  to  remove  from  the  present  food  stamp  plan  the  provi¬ 
sion  in  section  16  which  will  expire  on  the  30th  of  June  this  year.  As 
the  menmbers  of  this  committee  know — and  1  believe  my  memory  serves 
me  correctly — it  was  in  1955  when  our  colleague,  the  Representative 
from  Missouri,  offered  an  amendment  to  what  is  now  Public  Law  480 
which  would  have  amounted  to  the  initiation  of  the  food  stamp  plan. 

As  a  matter  of  hindsight,  I  can  tell  the  members  of  this  committee 
that  while  she  received  support  on  her  own  side  of  the  aisle,  the  lone 
member  who  stood  up  on  the  Republican  side  was  myself.  I  did  it, 
because  I  had  discussed  this  matter  with  Mrs.  Sullivan  and  people  in 
my  district  and  I  knew  the  manner  in  which  surplus  foods  were  being 
handled,  not  only  in  Pennsylvania  but  in  other  areas.  Information 
had  come  to  my  attention  where  they  were  used  recklessly,  were  being 
wasted,  and  some  new  plan  had  to  be  devised. 

When,  as  an  experimental  plan,  this  food  stamp  program  was  en¬ 
acted,  I  was  fortunate  enough  to  have  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  pick 
Cambria  County,  of  my  home  district,  as  one  off  the  original  counties 
where  the  plan  would  be  placed  into  effect. 

I  can  tell  you  that  in  an  area  where  food  had  not  only  been  wasted 
but  had  been  pilfered,  and  used  for  illegal  purposes,  we  have  now 
realized  one  of  the  best  distribution  systems  that  I  believe  exists, 
anywhere  in  the  country,  and  that  is  the  food  stamp  plan. 

As  you  know,  the  General  Accounting  Office  made  a  survey  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  and  they  picked  out  three  counties.  They  have  determined 
that  anywhere  from  a  low  of  21  percent  to  a  high  of  51  percent  of 
the  people  who  are  receiving  surplus  foods,  where  there  is  no  food 
stamp  plan,  are  not  eligible  under  any  standards  which  the  State  or 
anybody  else  has  put  into  effect. 

If  this  provision  is  removed,  I  believe  that  it  will  not  only  be  to 
the  benefit  of  the  entire  country,  but  to  everyone,  that  this  food  stamp 
plan  be  made  available  where  wanted  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  our  land.  It  would  enable  people  who  are  handling  relief 
in  the  various  States  to  provide  real  benefits  to  the  people. 

I  can  tell  you  that  as  a  result  of  a  telephone  call  to  the  man  who  has 
charge  of  the  relief  agency  in  my  district  that  he  has  stated  if  there 
is  any  one  thing  that  has  assisted  the  people  in  Cambria  County  to 
improve  themselves,  it  has  been  the  food  stamp  plan. 

I  certainly  hope  that  this  committee  in  its  wisdom  will  remove  the 
limitation  of  the  present  law  and  see  to  it  that,  the  plan  will  have  broad 
application  in  the  future. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Saylor.  We  appreciate 
your  good  endorsement  on  this  food  stamp  plan. 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Saylor  ? 

If  there  are  no  questions,  we  appreciate  your  attendance  and  thank 
you. 

Mr.  Saylor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Thank  you  for  permitting  me  to  appear  before  this  committee  this 
morning. 

(The  following  statements  and  letters  were  also  submitted  to  the 
committee:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  John  M.  Slack,  Jr.,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from 

the  State  of  West  Virginia 

The  proposal  to  extend  authorization  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program  affords  a 
welcome  opportunity  to  express  my  strong  support  for  a  program  which  has 
enjoyed  outstanding  success  among  the  people  of  my  district. 

My  experience  with  this  program  dates  back  to  November  1,  1962,  when  a 
county  in  my  district  became  one  of  the  first  designated  Food  Stamp  outlets  on 
a  pilot  basis.  It  was,  frankly,  experimental  in  the  beginning  and  the  program 
was  viewed  with  some  doubt  by  those  who  were  first  eligible.  The  program 
originally  served  primarily  the  long-term  unemployed  who  had  exhausted  their 
unemployment  compensation  benefits  and  were  subsisting  on  welfare  or  direct 
relief  payments. 

In  a  situation  of  this  kind  it  is  the  family  relationship  and  the  children  which 
suffer  most.  These  families  with  unemployed  breadwinners  had  been  receiving 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  in  quantities  which  permitted  them  to  avoid 
starvation  but  failed  to  meet  even  the  minimum  dietary  requirements  for  growing 
children. 

The  introduction  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  marked  a  pronounced  change  in 
the  outlook  of  all  who  are  concerned  with  the  problem.  There  was  a  noticeable 
increase  in  the  general  health  and  alertness  of  the  children.  Many  school 
teachers  and  principals  have  so  stated  this  in  letters  to  my  office. 

There  was  a  general  betterment  of  the  environment  prevailing  in  the  home. 
It  became  possible  to  plan  meals  and  to  present  a  certain  variety  of  foods.  This 
helped  to  re-orient  the  young  people  toward  the  home. 

But  the  most  important  accomplishment,  in  my  opinion,  was  the  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  a  technique  which  removed  the  pervading  fear  that  bad  nourishment 
among  the  children  of  the  unemployed  would  make  them  unfit  to  participate  in 
full  citizenship  and  would  automatically  condemn  them  to  unemployment  them¬ 
selves  in  later  years. 

When  legislation  was  proposed  in  1964  to  establish  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
on  a  permanent  basis,  I  supported  the  bill  enthusiastically  because  I  had  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  people  of  my  district  nothing  but  praise  for  the  results  obtained 
from  the  pilot  projects. 

I  have  seldom  experienced  a  Federal  program  which  enjoys  more  broad-based 
support.  Not  only  public  officials  and  specialists  in  the  welfare  field,  but  teach¬ 
ers,  school  administrators,  ministers  and  spokesmen  for  both  merchants  and 
civic  organizations  have  gone  on  record  with  their  strong  support.  During  the 
past  three  years  the  program  has  been  extended  to  cover  all  five  counties  in  my 
district,  and  I  have  yet  to  hear  of  a  major  complaint  against  its  operation  or 
administration. 

During  the  past  three  years  unemployment  has  been  drastically  reduced  in 
the  coal-field  areas  where  the  Food  Stamp  Program  has  been  installed  but  I 
like  to  think  that  we  have  pioneered  a  method  whereby  the  bounty  of  this  na¬ 
tion  can  be  administered  to  a  constructive  purpose  and  can  be  made  synonymous 
with  hope.  Today  there  is  less  need  to  assist  the  technological  unemployed  in 
the  coal  fields  but  what  we  have  learned  can  be  readily  adapted  to  the  needs  of 
the  disadvantaged  anywhere  in  this  country. 

In  1962  when  one  of  the  first  pilot  counties  was  established  in  West  Virginia, 
there  were  14.051  persons  participating  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  stamps 
of  a  total  value  of  $2.8  million  were  disbursed.  During  the  years  1963-1965 
there  were  four  West  Virginia  counties  dispersing  Food  Stamps  with  an  average 
of  30.000  participants  and  stamps  valued  at  about  $5.5  million  were  disbursed 
annually.  In  Fiscal  Tear  1966,  18  counties  in  West  Virginia  were  involved  in 
the  program,  72.500  participants  and  stamps  with  a  value  of  $10.7  million  were 
distributed.  During  the  first  six  months  of  the  current  fiscal  year  operations 
have  continued  at  approximately  that  same  level. 
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In  my  own  Congressional  District,  as  of  January,  1967,  there  were  21,300  par¬ 
ticipants  in  live  counties  and  Food  Stamps  to  the  value  of  $372,976  were  dis¬ 
bursed. 

The  record  of  operation  verifies  the  fact  that  this  is  a  balanced  program  which 
meets  an  established  need  and  at  the  same  time  contributes  to  prospects  for 
individual  and  family  betterment.  From  an  administrative  standpoint,  com¬ 
plaints  have  been  negligible.  Any  impartial  analysis  of  the  results  achieved,  as 
measured  against  the  cost  involved,  must  conclude  that  the  program  is  one  of 
the  wisest  investments  in  the  future  development  of  our  citizens  which  we  have 
undertaken  in  recent  years. 

I  urge,  therefore,  that  the  program  be  continued  and  expanded  through 
passage  of  H.R.  1318  and  I  hope  the  Committee  will  act  favorably  on  this  pro¬ 
posal  at  an  early  date  so  that  there  will  be  no  interruption  of  the  service  which 
would  otherwise  terminate  in  July. 


Statement  of  Reuben  L.  Johnson,  Director  of  Legislative  Services,  National 

Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee.  I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman 
and  Members  of  the  Committee  for  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the 
National  Farmers  Union  on  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  and  the  Food  Stamp  Act. 

The  65tli  Convention  of  National  Farmers  Union  was  held  March  12th  to  15th 
in  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.  The  traditional  and  historic  position  of  National 
Farmers  Union  was  re-affirmed  in  the  action  of  the  delegates  to  urge  “extension 
and  expansion”  of  the  Food  Stamp  and  School  Lunch  Programs  which  the  bills 
before  the  Committee  provide  for. 

First,  let  me  comment  on  the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

In  January  of  this  year,  Dr.  Carl  Hansen,  Superintendent  of  Schools  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  incurred  the  wrath  on  February  7th  of  many  working 
mothers  in  Washington,  D.C.  because  he  did  not  announce  whether  or  not  schools 
would  be  closed  that  day  because  of  snow  and  consequent  road  conditions  until 
S  a.m.  that  morning.  The  storm  of  protest  because  of  this  delay  in  making  the 
announcement  was  so  great  that  Dr.  Hansen  wras  forced  to  make  a  statement  as 
to  why  he  had  delayed  until  8  a.m.  He  said,  “14,000  children  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  rely  on  the  hot  meal  they  receive  under  the  School  Lunch  Program 
for  their  only  hot  meal  of  the  day.”  Dr.  Hansen  knew  how  much  this  meal 
is  looked  forward  to  by  so  many  Washington  children  and  he  disliked  depriving 
th<  ra  of  this  nourishing,  satisfying  meal  unless  absolutely  necessary. 

If  the  need  for  the  winter  time  school  lunch  is  so  great  in  the  shadow  of 
the  nation’s  capital,  it  is  not  difficult  to  imagine  what  it  means  to  children  living 
in  the  depressed  areas  of  our  country. 

What  happens  to  these  children  during  the  summer  months?  A  hot  dog  and 
a  “coke”,  a  box  of  Cracker-Jacks  or  another  “jelly  sandwich”  these  are  the 
lunches  of  the  child  left  to  make  his  own  menu  choices. 

Yet  the  summer  is  the  re-building  period  for  children;  a  period  of  growth, 
exercise  and  in  most  regions  of  our  country,  of  excessive  heat  ...  all  factors 
which  demand  good  nutrition — balanced  nutrition — if  the  child  is  to  face  the 
winter  months  in  the  best  physical  condition. 

This  bill  will  let  the  recreation  departments  of  the  big  cities  as  well  as  the 
non-profit  institutions  in  rural  areas,  care  for  the  needs  of  these  children  during 
the  summer  months.  Some  recreational  centers  at  the  present  time  set  aside  one 
day  each  wreek  for  a  “cook-out”  where  the  children  bring  food  from  home  and 
the  instructors  “cook”  the  child’s  hot  dog  or  hamburger  but  most  children  come 
with  a  “jelly  sandwich”  just  for  the  thrill  of  eating  outside  at  the  recreation 
center  with  other  children  because  most  of  them  have  working  mothers  and 
an  empty  house  at  noon-time. 

Providing  the  wherewithal,  the  food,  the  equipment  and  help  necessary  to 
make  this  mid-day  meal  one  of  balanced  nutrition  and  body  building  foods  will 
meet  with  great  enthusiasm  on  the  part  of  children  and  instructor  alike. 

Another  very  important  provision  in  this  legislation  allows  the  feeding  of 
the  pre-school  child.  It  cannot  be  stressed  too  strongly  the  importance  of 
balanced  nutrition  in  the  very  young  child.  Permanent  physical  and  in  some 
cases  mental  damage  can  occur  through  malnutrition  during  these  early  body 
building  years. 
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The  National  Farmers  Union  feels  that  there  is  no  more  important  way  to 
utilize  the  resources  of  our  Nation  than  to  expand  the  programs  for  the  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  the  young  people  of  this  Nation.  These  efforts  should  be  made 
without  regard  to  the  financial  status  of  the  parents.  The  National  Farmers 
Union  has  long  supported  legislation  in  Congress  on  these  needs.  We  urge  that 
adequate  funding  be  made  available  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  children,  and  that 
the  legislation  be  passed  through  the  Congress  so  that  the  program  may  go  into 
effect  in  as  many  areas  as  possible  this  summer  of  1967. 

I  turn  now  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act. 

The  National  Farmers  Union  has  watched  the  progress  of  the  administration 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  during  this  trial  period  and  we  feel  that  it  is  worthy  of 
continuation  and  support.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  approve  Mrs.  Leonor  Sulli¬ 
van’s  bill,  H.R.  1318  in  which  the  ceiling  on  the  appropriations  for  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  is  eliminated.  We  agree  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  when  he  states 
in  reference  to  the  Act  that,  “a  solid  base  has  been  laid  for  further  progress  in  the 
immediate  years  ahead,”  to  reach  low-income  families  and  provide  them  with 
better  nutrition. 

Recognizing  needs  of  the  Nation’s  poor  for  cotton  clothing,  white  cotton  goods 
and  cotton  mattresses,  the  delegates  called  for  a  “ market-basket  food  and  cloth¬ 
ing  program  to  include  cotton  mattresses.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  propose  an  amendment  to  H.R.  1318  to  provide 
for  inclusion  of  the  above  cotton  goods  in  the  Food  Stamp  program.  This  inclu¬ 
sion  of  the  program  would  help  put  to  constructive  and  worthwhile  use  our  cot¬ 
ton  carry-over  and  besides  that  would  fill  an  urgent  need  of  low-income  families. 

In  closing,  we  would  like  to  thank  all  those  dedicated  employees  and  many 
volunteers  who  are  making  possible  the  effective  use  of  the  foods  without  which 
the  programs  would  not  be  the  success  they  are. 


Statement  of  Clarence  Mitchell,  Director,  Washington  Bureau  of  the 
National  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  People 

The  Washington  Bureau,  NAACP,  has  received  a  large  number  of  inquiries 
and  comments  on  the  administration  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  from  its 
branches  and  members.  All  of  our  correspondence  indicates  concern  with  the 
present  administration  of  the  program. 

Because  of  the  conditions  occasioned  by  the  switch  from  surplus  food  distri¬ 
bution  to  the  food  stamp  plan  in  many  counties  of  Mississippi,  correspondence 
from  that  state  is  especially  heavy.  The  gist  of  this  correspondence  is  that  the 
administration  of  the  program  under  existing  rules  and  regulations  makes  it 
impossible  for  many  persons  now  receiving  surplus  food  to  participate  in  the  food 
stamp  program.  We  are  advised  that  a  recent  study  shows  that  literally  thou¬ 
sands  of  Mississippi  citizens  who  received  surplus  food  are  not  now  receiving 
food  stamps.  Because  the  economic  factors  that  prevail  in  this  state  exist  else¬ 
where,  it  is  obvious  that  this  same  condition  will  result  as  other  areas  adopt  the 
food  stamp  program. 

The  rigid  regulations  now  enforced  that  make  a  family  purchasing  stamps  de¬ 
vote  a  large  percentage  of  its  income  to  food  stamps  and  also  require  the  purchase 
of  stamps  on  a  regular  basis  often  defeat  the  objective  of  feeding  the  hungry 
poor.  Those  most  in  need  often  have  little  or  no  cash  on  hand.  What  is  avail¬ 
able  must  often  be  budgeted  to  meet  other  necessities.  Emergency  situations 
often  divert  income  so  that  regularity  in  the  purchase  of  stamps  becomes  an  im¬ 
possibility.  Thus,  in  many  instances,  the  program  becomes  unrealistic  as  a 
method  of  assisting  the  needy.  We  believe  that  Congress  can  cure  these  defects 
and  do  so  without  the  necessity  of  making  a  hard  choice  between  distribution  of 
surplus  foods  and  the  food  stamp  program. 

We  urge  the  Congress  to  direct  those  administering  the  stamp  program  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  free  distribution  of  food  stamps  to  families  who  are  entitled  to  gov¬ 
ernmental  assistance.  Beyond  this,  these  families  should  be  permitted,  on  a 
voluntary  basis,  to  purchase  additional  stamps  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time 
their  needs  require  and  their  income  permits.  Other  persons  now  eligible  for 
surplus  food  distribution,  but  not  entitled  to  direct  financial  assistance,  should  be 
permitted  to  accept  the  food  and,  at  their  option,  purchase  food  stamps. 

We  believe  that  such  changes  in  the  law,  supported  by  the  necessary  Congres¬ 
sional  appropriations,  would  represent  significant  progress  in  helping  the  needy 
to  obtain  a  more  nutritious  and  satisfying  diet. 
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[Telegram] 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  17,  1967. 

Hon.  Bob  Poage, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  National  Association  of  Wheat  Growers  wishes  to  record  support  for  the 
extension  of  Food  Stamp  Program  and  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

C.  Allen  Tom, 

President,  national  Association  of  Wheat  Growers. 


American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  20, 1967. 

Hon.  W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Congressman  Poage  :  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  very 
much  interested  in  the  legislation  to  extend  the  Food  Stamp  Plan. 

The  Farm  Bureau  policy  on  this  issue  is  as  follows  : 

“The  government  food  stamp  plan,  started  in  1961  on  a  pilot  basis,  has  been 
expanded  to  include  a  number  of  additional  areas.  It  has  not  increased  food 
consumption  significantly.  Instead  it  has  transferred  a  part  of  the  total  cost  of 
food  for  relief  distribution  to  the  federal  government.  While  we  recognize  that 
there  are  some  people  in  this  country  who  need  diets  with  higher  nutritional 
standards,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment  to  distribute  free  food  to  improve  dietary  standards  through  a  government 
food  stamp  plan.  We  are  opposed  to  any  food  stamp  plan.” 

We  would  appreciate  this  letter  being  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  C.  Lynn, 
Legislative  Director. 


National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S. A., 

New  York,  N.Y.,  March  21, 1967. 

Hon.  William  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

U.S.  House  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Poage:  The  National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S. A., 
as  an  agency  for  cooperative  witness  and  service  of  thirty-four  Protestant  and 
Orthodox  Churches  in  the  United  States,  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives  its  concern  for  the  disadvantaged  in  the  state  of  Mississippi. 

The  National  Council  of  Churches  operates  an  extensive  mission  and  service 
program  in  Mississippi  entitled  “The  Delta  Ministry.”  Daily  contact  with  scores 
of  the  most  poor  indicate  to  us  that  a  crisis  is  impending.  A  particular  problem 
has  arisen  in  the  anticipated  changeover  from  food  commodity  distribution  to 
the  food  stamp  plan.  Although  the  food  stamp  plan  has  much  to  commend  it¬ 
self,  under  the  present  guidelines  it  would  work  an  undue  hardship  upon  those 
who  have  no  cash  to  purchase  the  stamps. 

As  was  indicated  in  the  directive  to  us,  the  National  Council  of  Churches 
wishes  to  have  entered  into  the  record  the  accompanying  testimony. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Dr.  Henry  A.  McCanna. 


Testimony  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  the  Food  Stamp  Program 

100,000  more  people  in  Mississippi  will  be  out  of  work  in  1967,  according  to  the 
noted  USDA  analyst,  Dr.  Calvin  Beale  of  Washington,  D.C.  This  loss  of  work 
is  a  result  of  further  mechanization  in  cotton.  Many  of  those  out  of  work  will 
be  permitted  to  remain  on  the  plantations,  but  will  have  no  cash  income.  The 
projected  changeover  from  the  distribution  of  surplus  commodity  food  to  the 
purchase  of  food  stamps  will  result  in  further  suffering  for  the  multitudes  of 
the  poor  in  Mississippi.  Unless  cash  is  provided  or  the  payment  waived,  the 
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people  will  go  hungry.  To  protest  this  inequity,  a  rally  of  800  people  occurred 
in  January,  at  Cleveland,  Mississippi.  During  the  Week  of  March  13,  Mr.  Neil 
Carter  of  the  USD  A  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  Greenwood,  Mississippi, 
heard  testimony  from  more  than  twelve  families  in  Tallahatchie  County  to  the 
effect  that  they,  and  scores  of  their  neighbors,  had  no  cash  to  purchase  food 
stamps. 

The  National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S.A.  has  consistently 
expressed  its  concern  for  public  assistance  programs.  In  a  policy  statement 
adopted  by  the  General  Board  on  June  4, 1958,  it  was  stated : 

“The  primary  objective  of  public  assistance  programs  is  to  furnish  monetary 
assistance  to  persons  in  accordance  with  the  determined  degree  of  their  economic 
need. 

“For  the  people  dependent  on  all  of  these  programs  there  is  universal  need 
for  an  improvement  in  the  standards  of  assistance  so  that  health  and  decency 
may  be  maintained.  The  churches  have  a  vital  role  to  play  in  raising  these 
standards,  and  churches  need  to  work  for  the  elimination  of  all  inequitable  and 
punitive  policies.” 

Many  of  the  counties  in  Mississippi  that  are  starting  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  have  not  told  the  poor  people  about  it.  They  are  just  signing  people  up 
when  they  come  to  get  commodities.  And  they  are  not  explaining  to  poor  peo¬ 
ple  how  the  program  works.  Six  counties  began  the  stamp  program  in  January 
and  eight  more  are  scheduled  to  begin  in  February  and  March. 

In  some  counties  poor  people  are  being  told  they  will  lose  their  welfare  checks 
if  they  do  not  sign  up  for  food  stamps.  A  very  bad  part  of  the  program  is  that 
people  must  pay  for  a  month’s  stamps  all  at  one  time.  Many  people  do  not 
have  that  much  money  together  at  one  time. 

Some  people  who  will  be  buying  the  food  stamps  are  not  asked  if  they  want  the 
program.  In  many  counties  people  do  not  even  know  their  county  supervisors 
have  voted  to  have  a  stamp  program. 

Some  county  supervisors  want  the  food  stamp  program  because  it  does  not 
cost  the  county  as  much  money  to  operate  as  the  commodity  program  does. 

Also,  many  businessmen  and  store  owners  want  food  stamps  because  they 
will  make  much  more  money  if  poor  people  have  to  buy  food  at  stores  rather 
than  getting  commodities. 

People  who  have  seen  the  food  stamp  program  in  action  say  that  these  things 
sometimes  happen : 

Store  owners  sometimes  accept  stamps  only  for  the  most  high-priced 
brands. 

Retail  prices  often  are  raised  on  the  days  when  stamps  are  being  traded. 

Public  meetings  to  explain  the  program  to  poor  people  are  not  held  as  the 
federal  government  says  they  should  be. 

County  supervisors  do  not  tell  poor  people  that  they  have  voted  to  have 
food  stamps  instead  of  commodities. 

People  are  told  they  will  lose  their  welfare  checks  if  they  do  not  sign 
up  for  stamps. 

The  Delta-Democrat  Times  of  Greenville,  Mississippi,  indicated  in  an  editorial 
on  September  29. 1966,  a  reservation  on  the  food  stamp  plan : 

“We  have  a  serious  reservation  about  the  adoption  of  the  food  stamp  program 
in  Washington  County.  It  is :  What  happens  to  the  people  who  are  so  poor  that 
they  cannot  afford  to  purchase  even  the  small  percentage  of  stamps  which  quali¬ 
fies  them  for  further  free  stamps?  When  the  food  stamp  program  goes  into  effect 
here  this  winter,  the  men  who  run  food  stores  are  going  to  be  benefited.  The  peo¬ 
ple  who  usually  come  to  the  commodity  house  to  be  issued  food  because  they 
haven’t  the  money  to  feed  themselves  will  instead  be  going  to  county  stores,  using 
stamps  for  money.  But  what  about  those  who  can’t  afford  to  pay  the  minimum 
cash  price  necessary  for  participation  in  the  stamp  program?  As' we  understand 
it,  there  is  a  sliding  scale  which  determines  the  amount  of  money  the  stamp  buyer 
must  lay  out  to  get  his  quota  of  stamps.  This  varies  according  to  his  income 
and  the  number  of  people  living  off  if.  But  there  is  the  necessity  for  the  person 
who  is  receiving  stamps  to  contribute  some  money.  Supervisor  Fred  Neal  of  the 
Fourth  (Leland)  District  is  the  supervisor  in  charge  of  the  commodity  program 
which  will  be  replaced  by  the  food  stamp  program.  A  reporter  asked  him  how 
people  who  had  no  money  at  all  could  buy  stamps  so  they  could  have  something 
to  eat  during  the  winter  months.  His  answer :  ‘They  don’t.’  Neal  said  he  thought 
most  people  living  on  farms  in  the  county  wrnuld  probably  be  loaned  enough 
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money  so  they  could  purchase  the  stamps.  But  there  is  a  large  pocket  of  people 
living  within  the  city  limits  of  Greenville  who  have  virtually  no  income.  How 
are  they  going  to  manage?  ‘I  don’t  know,’  Neal  said.  ‘They’ll  have  to  manage 
some  way.’  There  are  two  points  to  be  made  here.  First,  no  man  who  calls 
himself  a  Christian  can  permit  another  man  to  go  hungry.  Second,  this  program 
may  turn  out  to  benefit  only  the  merchants  in  the  county  and  not  the  people  who 
need  the  help  most  badly.  We  think  the  board  of  supervisors  should  take  a  close 
look  at  the  program  and  decide  whether  or  not  it  will  not  do  more  harm  than 
good.  We  originally  thought  it  would  be  a  good  thing.  Now  we  are  not  so  sure. 
People  must  eat.” 

Many  poor  people  in  Mississippi,  and  the  Delta  in  particular,  cannot  partici¬ 
pate  in  this  program  because  they  do  not  have  money.  With  commodities  cut 
off  they  will  not  have  any  food.  Alternatives  include : 

Providing;  a  given  amount  of  free  or  bonus  stamps  to  people 
under  a  certain  income.  A  return  to  a  program  providing  free 
commodifies  to  people  who  need  them.  An  integrated  staff  at  all 
levels,  whatever  the  program.  In  counties  with  food  stamps,  com¬ 
modities  issued  to  the  very  poor  under  the  emergency  provisions 
of  the  food  stamp  law ;  certainly  an  emergency  exists.  Strict  ad¬ 
herence  to  the  guidelines  by  management  and  store  owners,  with 
the  burden  of  enforcement,  not  upon  the  recipients,  but  upon  the 
Federal  and  State  agencies. 

Desegregation  of  county  welfare  offices  which,  as  part  of  these 
programs,  receive  Federal  money  and  are  in  violation  of  title  VI 
of  the  1964  Civil  Rights  Act. 

The  General  Board  of  the  National  Council  of  Churches,  on  Decem¬ 
ber  9, 1960,  in  a  resolution  on  “Ethical  Issue  in  the  International  Age 
of  Agriculture,”  concluded : 

Our  Lord  taught  his  disciples  to  pray,  “Give  us  this  day  our  daily  bread.” 
Christians  should  continue  to  seek  to  achieve  the  goal  implied  in  this  prayer 
by  breaking  the  barriers  which  persist  between  agricultural  abundance  and  hu¬ 
man  need.  Through  their  informed  and  sustained  efforts  towmrd  this  high  goal 
Christians  will  thereby  serve  Him  who  provides  and  cares  for  His  children 
everywhere. 

The  Chairman.  We  had  thought  that  might  have  an  executive 
session  this  morning,  but  the  hour  is  late.  We  have  for  consideration 
these  bills  at  our  next  session.  We  will  also  have  a  resolution  pre¬ 
sented  by  Mr.  Abernethy’s  subcommittee  for  consideration  at  the  meet¬ 
ing  which  will  be  held  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock.  So,  we  will 
have  an  executive  session  of  the  full  committee  in  this  room  at  10 
o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  Gathings.  The  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice,  Mr. 
Chairman,  also  has  a  bill  that  was  reported  out  the  other  day. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  take  it  up  then,  with  the  other  bills,  Mr. 
O’Neal’s  subcommittee  bill.  That  will  be  up  for  consideration,  too, 
tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  Montgomery.  I  notice  that  we  are  scheduled  next  for  REA 
hearings.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  chairman  should  look  into  this  mat¬ 
ter.  We  will  recess  about  Wednesday,  as  I  understand  it. 

The  Chairman.  The  schedule  is  to  recess  on  Thursday.  That  an¬ 
nouncement  has  been  made,  that  we  will  recess  on  Thursday. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  At  the  close  of  business,  Thursday. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  right.  The  Congress  will  be  in  session,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  announcement  made  by  the  leadership  by  both  parties. 

The  committee  stands  adjourned. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  noon,  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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FOOD  STAMP  APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZATION 


TUESDAY,  APRIL  25,  1967 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Research 

and  General  Legislation  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10:15  a.m.,  in  room 
324,  Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  B.  Everett  Jordan  (chairman 
of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Jordan,  Byrd  of  Virginia,  Youug  of  North 
Dakota,  and  Boggs. 

Also  present:  Senator  Aiken. 

Senator  Jordan.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

I  would  like  to  read  an  opening  statement  on  S.  953. 

The  subcommittee  is  holding  hearings  today  on  S.  953,  which 
would  extend  the  authority  for  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  carry  out 
the  food  stamp  program  indefinitely.  At  present  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964  authorizes  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  program  only 
through  June  30  of  this  year. 

The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  has  reported  a  similar  bill, 
H.R.  1318,  with  amendments  authorizing  appropriations  only  for 
fiscal  1968;  limiting  such  appropriation  to  not  more  than  $195  million; 
and  requiring  States,  beginning  in  fiscal  1970,  to  contribute  20  percent 
of  that  part  of  the  coupon  cost  not  borne  by  participating  families. 

There  is  inserted  in  the  record  at  this  point  a  copy  of  S.  953,  a  letter 
from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  dated  March  2,  1967,  requesting 
enactment  of  this  legislation,  and  a  staff  explanation  of  this  bill. 

Good  morning,  Senator  Kennedy.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  here. 
We  just  started  off. 

The  bill  will  be  inserted  at  this  time,  with  a  letter  from  the  Secretary 
to  Vice  President  Humphrey,  and  following  that  the  staff  explanation, 
and  then  the  statement  by  Senator  Robert  Byrd,  the  author  of  this 

bill. 

(The  documents  referred  to  follow:) 

[S.  953,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and  not  in  excess 
of  such  sum  as  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  Congress  for  any  subsequent  fiscal 
year”  and  substituting  therefor  “and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year  such  sum  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 


1 


2 


FOOD  STAMP  APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZATION 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1967. 

Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress  is  a 
draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  P.L.  88-525. 

This  bill  would  amend  Section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  It  would  provide 
appropriation  authority  for  fiscal  years  beyond  1967.  No  other  change  in  the 
substantive  legislative  authorities  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program  is  deemed 
necessary  at  this  time. 

P.L.  88-525,  approved  by  the  President  on  August  31,  1964,  contemplated 
the  progressive  expansion  of  the  program — over  the  period  of  the  next  several 
years — to  those  States  and  political  subdivisions  that  desired  to  participate. 
That  Act,  however,  provided  appropriation  authorities  only  through  the  fiscal 
year  1967.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  Section  16  of  the  Act  be  amended  to 
provide  appropriation  authorities  to  implement  that  policy  of  orderly  and  pro¬ 
gressive  program  expansion. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was  approved,  the  program  was  then  operating  in 
43  areas — in  22  States — in  which  the  food  stamp  approach  had  been  carefully 
tested  during  a  3-year  “pilot”  period.  Since  then,  the  pace  of  the  authorized 
expansion  has,  in  fact,  not  kept  pace  with  requests  from  States  for  the  program. 
Nonetheless,  by  the  end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year,  the  program  will  be  operating 
in  about  800  areas  in  41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  requesting  appropriation  authority  beyond  1967,  it  is  contemplated  that 
the  policy  of  orderly  and  progressive  year-to-year  expansion  would  be  con¬ 
tinued.  Such  a  policy  would  continue  to  permit  State  welfare  agencies  and  this 
Department  to  provide  the  administrative  organization  and  program  supervision 
that  is  needed  to  insure  the  effective  and  efficient  use  of  Federal  funds  in  support 
of  program  objectives. 

Action  to  assure  States  that  the  program  will  be  continued  beyond  June  30, 
1967,  should  be  taken  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  If  the  future  of  the  program 
for  the  next  fiscal  year  remains  in  doubt,  States  will  hesitate  to  complete  1967 
fiscal  year  expansion  plans — much  less  undertake  the  longer  range  plans  to  build 
the  administrative  organization  needed  to  adequately  supervise  already  operating 
programs. 

The  actual  level  of  the  annual  appropriation  for  each  fiscal  year  beyond  1967 
would  be  determined  by  the  Congress  under  the  annual  appropriation  process. 
Additionally,  because  the  proposed  bill  is  concerned  only  with  the  continuation 
of  appropriation  authorities,  it  would  not  affect  program  cost  or  employment 
requirements  for  the  program. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  would  be  consistent  with  the  Administration’s  objectives. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 


Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Staff  Explanation  of  S.  953 
(subcommittee  no.  4) 

Short  explanation 

Extends  Food  Stamp  Program.  Section  16(a)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
now  authorizes  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  program  only  through  June  30, 
1967.  The  bill  would  authorize  appropriations  of  such  amounts  as  may  be  needed 
for  all  subsequent  years. 

Facts  about  the  program 

The  program  is  designed  to  provide  needy  households  with  a  means  of  obtaining 
a  nutritionally  adequate  diet.  Pursuant  to  approved  State  plans,  participating 
households  exchange  the  amount  of  money  they  normally  expend  for  food  for 
food  coupons  of  higher  monetary  value.  The  coupons  are  used  to  purchase  food  in 
approved  retail  stores,  which  then  exchange  the  coupons  for  funds  appropriated 
to  carry  out  the  program.  Certification  of  eligible  households  and  issuance  of 
coupons  is  the  responsibility  of  the  State  agency  administering  federally  aided 
public  assistance  programs.  The  poorest  families  pay  about  $2.00  per  person  for 
about  $10  worth  of  coupons  per  person.  The  average  family  in  the  program  pays 
about  64  percent  of  the  value  of  the  coupons  it  receives. 
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History 

A  food  stamp  plan  was  operated  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  between 
1939  and  1943  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of  Public  Law  320,  74th  Congress. 
In  September  1959,  a  food  stamp  program  was  explicitly  authorized  by  P.L.  86- 
•  341  for  the  period  ending  January  31,  1962.  This  authority  was  not  exercised,  but 
in  1961  a  pilot  food  stamp  program  was  undertaken  pursuant  to  section  32  of 
Public  Law  320. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  was  passed  in  August  1964,  about  351,000 
persons  were  participating  in  43  pilot  areas  in  22  States.  In  January  1967,  about 
1.4  million  persons  were  participating  in  589  areas  in  41  States  and  the  District  of 
I  Columbia. 

The  1964  Act  authorized  appropriations  not  exceeding  $75  million  for  fiscal 
1965,  $100  million  for  fiscal  1966,  and  $200  million  for  fiscal  1967.  S.  953  authorizes 
appropriation  of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  future. 

House  committee  action 

On  March  20,  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  ordered  H.R.  1318  (com¬ 
panion  to  S.  953)  reported  with  amendments  authorizing  appropriations  only  for 
fiscal  1968,  limiting  such  appropriation  to  not  more  than  $195  million,  and  requiring 
States  beginning  in  fiscal  1970,  to  contribute  20  percent  of  that  part  of  the  coupon 
cost  not  borne  by  participating  families. 

Ik  Departmental  views 

Hr  The  Department  of  Agriculture  requested  enactment. 

Objections  in  file 

None.  The  National  Cotton  Council  and  the  National  Catholic  Rural  Life 
Conference  have  asked  to  be  notified  if  hearings  are  held. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Robert  C.  Byrd,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

West  Virginia 

I  am  the  sponsor  of  S.  953,  providing  for  the  indefinite  continuation  of  the 
Federal  Food  Stamp  Program,  so  that  this  vital  assistance  to  needy  families  may 
be  provided  on  a  stabilized  basis.  Otherwise,  many  deserving  persons  may  not 
be  able  to  purchase  all  the  food  they  so  greatly  need. 

For  those  of  us  who  have  watched  the  operations  of  this  program  since  its  in¬ 
ception,  it  is  not  comprehensible  that  a  weapon  of  this  tremendous  value  in  the 
battle  for  improved  standards  of  living  can  be  permitted  to  lapse,  or  that  the  con¬ 
stant  threat  of  lapsing  will  be  permitted  to  impair  its  usefulness. 

The  people  who  have  received  the  food  stamps  have  benefited  from  it  directly 
by  receiving  the  “bonus”  buying  power,  which  they  provide,  and  the  communities 
in  which  they  have  been  used  have  been  economically  benefited.  I  have  had  a 
steady  flow  of  letters  telling  me  of  the  visual  evidence  of  the  good  which  has  been 
gained  from  the  additional  food  for  needy  families  in  West  Virginia,  who  have  been 
eligible  for  participation  in  the  food  stamp  program.  School  officials  and  teachers 
■  have  pressed  for  its  continuance  in  West  Virginia  and  its  expansion  within  the 
W  State  to  cover  all  of  its  counties,  because  of  their  personal  observations  that  the 
children  receiving  extra  food  at  home,  through  the  program,  are  visually  more 
alert  and  capable  of  progressively  advancing  the  level  of  their  school  work. 

West  Virginia  inaugurated  this  program  as  a  pilot  study  in  December  1961  and 
since  its  beginning  in  one  West  Virginia  county  it  has  spread  to  589  counties  in 
41  States.  I  am  told  that  it  is  estimated  that  approximately  1.4  million  people 
share  in  the  benefits  of  the  food  stamps  in  these  41  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

In  West  Virginia,  the  program  is  operating  in  40  counties,  with  an  additional 
8  expected  to  begin  food  stamp  operations  in  early  May.  The  total  appropriation 
for  the  operation  of  the  program  for  FY  1967  was  $140,000,000.  If  the  present 
appropriations  request  for  operation  of  the  program  during  1968  is  approved — 
$195,000,000 — it  will  allow  a  reasonable  smount  of  expansion  during  1968,  and 
it  is  hoped  that  the  remaining  seven  of  West  Virginia’s  55  counties  can  be  blanketed 
in. 

The  following  table  will  provide  statistics  on  the  operation  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  in  West  Virginia: 
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West  Virginia  food  stamp  program 
SELECTED  STATISTICS 

A.  Program  expansion 

The  following  table  shows  the  expansion  of  the  program  since  June  1965: 

Participants 


June  1965  (4  counties) _  29,  060 

June  1966  (19  counties) _  72,  086 

February  1967  (40  counties) _  93,  640 


Eight  additional  counties  are  scheduled  to  enter  the  program  in  May  1967. 

The  State  welfare  agency  has  requested  the  program  for  the  remaining  seven 
counties  in  the  State. 

B.  Coupon  issuance 

The  following  table  shows  for  each  fiscal  year  since  the  beginning  of  the  pilot 
program  in  West  Virginia,  the  total  value  of  coupons  issued,  the  amount  of 
federally  financed  bonus  coupons  issued  and  the  total  cash  payments  by  partici¬ 
pants  : 


Fiscal  year 

Total  coupons 
issued 

Bodus 

coupons 

Cash  paid  by 
participants 

1962  i _ _ 

$2,  817, 352 

4,  773, 248 

5,  992,  093 

5,  766,  852 

10,  672,  277 
10,  877,  629 

$1, 335, 079 
2, 011,542 

2,  396,  728 

2,  258,  477 
4, 348,  925 
4, 432,  732 

$1,482,273 

2,  761,  706 

3,  595,  365 
3,  508, 375 
6,  323, 352 
6, 444,  897 

1963 _ _ 

1964 _ _ 

1965 _ _ 

1966 _ _ _ _ 

July  1966  through  February  1967  . . .  . 

Total...  . . .  .. 

40,  899, 451 

16,  783, 483 

24,115,968 

1  Includes  June  1961  issuance. 


C.  Impact  of  the  amendment  requiring  States  to  pay  20%  of  the  cost  of  bonus  coupons 
commencing  in  fiscal  year  1970 

Under  a  fully  expanded  Statewide  program,  it  is  possible,  that  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1969  the  issuance  of  bonus  coupons  in  West  Virginia  could 
amount  to  $12,000,000.  In  this  event,  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  would  require  the  State  to  pay  20%  of  the  cost  of  these  bonus  coupons — 
$2,500,000 — in  addition  to  the  intra-State  costs  of  the  program. 

On  the  National  level,  I  am  advised  that  the  cost  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
from  December  1,  1961,  through  December  31,  1966,  amounted  to  $202,808,734. 
Added  to  this  amount,  families  receiving  the  stamps  spent  another  $342,574,529, 
for  a  total  food  expenditure  of  $545,383,263. 

I  note  that  comments  have  been  made  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  in 
considering  similar  legislation  to  my  bill,  that  the  value  of  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  does  not  match  that  of  the  Federal  school  lunch  and  commodity  distribution 
programs.  To  that,  I  can  answer  that  the  nutritional  problems  of  the  State  of  f 
West  Virginia  and  similar  regions  throughout  the  United  States  persist  despite 
the  hard  work  of  State  and  Federal  officials  in  the  administration  and  distribution 
of  foodstuffs  under  these  two  other  programs. 

The  commodity  distribution  program  is  heavily  restricted  in  the  variety  of  food 
distributed,  so  that  there  is  always  a  built-in  danger  of  poor  nutrition  from  lack  of 
certain  essential  nutrients.  The  school  lunch  program  does  indeed  benefit  the 
children  in  attendance  at  schools,  but  what  about  the  other  members  of  families — 
the  elderly  at  home — the  expectant  mothers — to  mention  two  classifications  of 
family  members  certainly  in  need  of  balanced  nutritional  values.  What  about  the 
needs  of  the  pre-school  children? 

There  is  an  additional  benefit  to  be  derived  from  the  administration  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Program — it  has  an  accelerating  effect  on  businesses  in  the  communities 
participating  in  it,  generating  new  economic  activity  in  an  estimated  ratio  of  $7 
for  each  $1  in  new  money  spent  for  food. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  questions  as  to  the  operations  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  in  West  Virginia— -operations  which,  from  personal  observation,  convince 
me  of  the  great  merit  of  continuation  of  the  program  without  crippling  amendment 
or  severely  limiting  the  time  factor. 
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Question: 

I  know  West  Virginia  was  the  first  State  to  start  a  pilot  food  stamp  program  back 
in  1961.  And,  as  I  recall,  at  that  time  the  State  was  distributing  the  surplus  foods 
in  all  countries.  Since  you  have  personally  taken  an  interest  in  these  programs,  could 
you  tell  us  why  your  State  prefers  the  food  stamp  approach f 
Answer: 

1.  West  Virginia  definitely  prefers  the  food  stamp  approach.  After  seeing  the 
actual  results  of  the  pilot  test  in  four  West  Virginia  counties — the  State  moved 
quickly  to  include  other  counties. 

2.  In  fact,  all  but  7  of  the  55  counties  in  the  State  will  have  food  stamp  pro¬ 
grams  by  May  of  this  year.  And,  our  State  Welfare  Commissioner  Lon  Vincent 
has  told  me  he  wants  to  bring  in  the  7  other  counties  as  soon  as  possible.  I  am 
very  hopeful  that  those  7  counties  can  be  brought  in  early  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

3.  I  have  followed  these  programs  very  closely,  and  I  feel  these  are  the  reasons 
why  West  Virginia  prefers  the  food  stamp  approach. 

(a)  It  does  provide  low-income  families  with  a  more  dignified  way  to 
obtain  the  extra  food  they  want.  And,  it  provides  them  with  a  greater  variety 
of  food  and  a  better  chance  for  a  nutritious  diet.  And,  of  course,  they  are 
making  a  financial  investment  in  the  program. 

( b )  In  addition  to  helping  people,  it  gives  an  economic  boost  to  the  local 
economy.  The  additional  dollars  moving  into  the  community  in  the  form  of 
extra  coupons  means  more  retail  sales.  The  retailer  buys  more  food  from  the 
wholesaler,  and  some  have  told  me  that  they  have  had  to  put  on  more  help. 

This,  of  course,  was  not  true  of  the  surplus  foods.  But,  that  program  was 
of  tremendous  help,  before  food  stamp  started. 

(c)  I  also  believe  the  Food  Stamp  Program  is  subject  to  better  manage¬ 
ment  and  control.  The  State  welfare  agency  can  plan  it  better  and  provide 
the  kind  of  staff  to  see  that  it  is  well  supervised. 

Frankly,  it’s  very  well  accepted  and  supported  throughout  the  State. 

Question: 

It  has  been  said  that  States  would  not  be  able  to  operate  the  program  if  they  had  to 
finance  part  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons.  Do  you  think  that  would  be  true  ■ in  West 
Virginia? 

Answer: 

1.  Very  definitely.  The  State  just  would  not  be  in  a  position  to  do  that. 

2.  And,  of  course,  the  counties  could  not  pick  up  the  cost. 

3.  I  believe  the  State  would  have  to  return  to  the  surplus  commodity  program 
because  it  is  not  required  to  finance  any  part  of  the  cost  of  the  surplus  foods 
themselves. 

4.  I  do  want  to  point  out  that  West  Virginia  is  now  financing  the  cost  of  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Food  Stamp  Program  within  the  State.  The  1964  Act  requires  the 
State  to  use  trained  merit-system  personnel  in  certifying  families.  The  State  also 
pays  the  cost  of  issuing  the  coupons. 

It  may  well  be  that  it  is  costing  West  Virginia  somewhat  more  to  run  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  than  it  did  the  surplus  food  program.  But,  they  obviously  believe 
the  stamp  program  is  worth  it. 

5.  West  Virginia  is  now  under  real  pressure  to  raise  the  tax  funds  they  need 
for  their  basic  welfare  programs. 

Food  stamps  are  a  very  valuable  supplement  to  those  welfare  programs.  But 
the  State  would  just  not  be  able  to  pay  for  part  of  free  coupons. 

6.  If,  in  fact,  West  Virginia  could  afford  the  kind  of  welfare  program  that  is 
needed,  the  State  would  not  necessarily  need  to  have  food  stamps  in  addition. 

Question: 

I’ve  heard  considerable  talk  that  eligible  people  should  receive  the  food  stamps  free 
of  charge.  Do  you  think  they  should? 

Answer: 

1.  First,  the  idea  that  people  should  help  themselves — in  accordance  with 
their  ability — has  always  seemed  to  me  to  be  a  sound  approach. 

2.  The  families  invest  in  the  program,  the  amounts  they  have  been  spending 
for  food.  So,  in  this  sense,  the  purchase  requirement  is  not  a  cost.  It’s  an  exchange 
of  the  money  they  would  have  had  to  spend  for  food,  for  the  food  coupons  that  are 
worth  more. 
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3.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  say  whether  these  purchase  requirements — the  exact 
amount  families  pay — need  to  be  modified.  But,  I  certainly  concur  in  the  principle 
behind  the  purchase  requirement.  This  is  what  guarantees  that  the  Federal 
subsidy  will  be  used  for  more  and  better  food. 

4.  If  there  is  some  question  about  the  exact  amount  the  families  pay,  I  am  sure 
this  can  be  worked  out  with  the  people  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Question : 

What  do  you  think  about  running  both  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  the  Commodity 
Distribution  Program  in  the  same  county ?  Do  you  know  if  West  Virginia  would  want 
that  authority ? 

Answer: 

1.  Well,  the  State  people  have  never  talked  to  me  about  it. 

2.  I  would  want  to  point  out  that  surplus  foods  can  be  made  available  if  a  disas¬ 
ter  disrupts  the  normal  commercial  marketing  of  food. 

3.  We  recently  had  some  floods  in  West  Virginia  and  the  surplus  foods  were 
used  to  help  out  families  during  that  emergency. 

4.  Frankly  I  don’t  believe  the  operation  of  two  different  programs  to  give 
food  assistance  to  needy  families  would  be  very  practical. 

I  do  not  believe  West  Virginia  could  afford  to  pay  the  increased  administrative 
costs  involved — they  would  have  to  store  and  distribute  the  surplus  food  and  . 
they  would  have  to  also  pay  the  cost  of  issuing  the  stamps.  II 

5.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  stamp  program  is  a  flexible  program  that  can  be 
adjusted  to  meet  the  needs. 

6.  And,  of  course,  any  State  or  county  can  continue  in  the  commodity  pro¬ 
gram — they  do  not  have  to  go  into  food  stamps. 

Question: 

From  the  Slate’s  point  of  view,  do  you  feel  appropriations  for  the  program  should 
be  authorized  for  more  than  a  year  at  a  time? 

Answer: 

1.  Yes — as  far  as  the  authority  is  concerned.  Of  course,  the  Congress  must  look 
at  the  amount  to  be  appropriated  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 

2.  The  State  does  need  some  assurance  that  the  program  will  continue  and  will 
be  expanded  in  line  with  State  and  local  requests. 

3.  In  this  way,  they  can  plan  in  advance  for  the  funds  and  the  staff  they  need 
to  operate  and  supervise  the  program. 

4.  The  program  has  been  carefully  planned  and  supervised  and  I  believe  that 
a  year-to-year  extension  would  make  it  difficult  for  the  States  to  continue  the 
good  job  they  have  been  doing. 

Question: 

It’s  been  said  that  the  program  isn’t  flexible  enough — that  some  poor  families  can’t 
participate.  Would  you  care  to  comment  on  that ? 

Answer:  J 

1.  That  is  a  very  broad  question  and  I  can  only  comment  with  respect  to  my  P 
own  knowledge  of  the  West  Virginia  experience. 

2.  I  know  our  State  welfare  agency  did  have  some  problems,  for  example,  in 
staffing  up  to  meet  certification  standards  for  local  personnel.  But,  these  problems 
were  worked  out  between  the  State  people  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

3.  I  believe  I  would  reflect  the  feeling  of  our  State  Commissioner  in  saying  that 
I  have  found  the  Agriculture  people  to  be  reasonable,  practical  people.  If  some 
modifications  are  needed,  I  believe  these  could  be  worked  out. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Kennedy,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  with 
us  this  morning,  and  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  F.  KENNEDY,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Senator  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Do  you  want  me 
to  read  this  statement  or  put  it  in  the  record? 

Senator  Jordan.  You  can  put  it  in  the  record  in  its  entirety,  or  do 
as  you  please,  sir. 
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Senator  Kennedy.  Perhaps  I  will  read  a  little  bit  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
today  to  express  my  support  for  S.  953  to  continue  and  expand  the 
food  stamp  program. 

The  program  has  received  support  from  41  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  more  communities  and  States  want  to  initiate  the 
program. 

In  my  State,  one  project  has  been  operating  in  Erie  County  since 
February  1966.  Participation  in  this  program  averaged  about  20,000 
persons  a  month  during  the  first  year.  These  people  received  over  $1 
million  in  additional  food  purchasing  power. 

An  additional  14  areas — 13  counties  and  one  city — -were  designated 
for  the  program  last  November.  Two  of  those  14  started  the  program 
on  April  1  and  the  others  are  expected  to  begin  shortly.  The  State 
welfare  agency  has  indicated  to  the  Department  that  it  eventually 
plans  to  operate  the  program  statewise  if  all  counties  are  interested 
in  participating. 

Last  October  New  York  State  requested  the  program  also  for  New 
York  City,  hoping  to  begin  in  fiscal  1968.  As  many  as  200,000  persons 
of  low  income  in  New  York  City  may  be  eligible  for  the  food  stamps 
if  this  application  is  approved.  This  would  bring  some  $10  to  $15 
million  in  added  purchasing  power  to  the  city. 

Of  the  15  largest  cities  in  the  country,  only  two — New  York  and 
Boston — are  not  included  in  the  program.  The  need  for  the  program 
is  evident  when  you  realize  that  70  percent  of  the  people  on  welfare 
in  the  State  of  New  York  live  in  New  York  City. 

To  put  this  food  stamp  program  in  really  means  an  improved  diet 
for  people  there  who  are  presently  living  on  inadequate  diets. 

I  should  like  to  mention  at  this  point  my  concern,  which  I  think 
is  shared  by  many,  with  the  action  taken  by  the  House  committee 
in  adding  an  amendment  to  increase  the  State  participation  in  the 
cost  of  the  program  to  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  bonus  coupons.  The 
Department  estimates  that  States  now  provide  about  7  percent  of 
administrative  costs  through  their  work  in  certifying  families  and 
distributing  coupons.  At  the  project  level  of  the  program  next  year, 
the  20-percent  requirement  would  mean  $40  million  a  year  which 
the  States  would  have  to  pay.  It  is  estimated  that  New  York  would 
face  $4.4  million  in  additional  costs.  Coupled  with  the  administrative 
costs  of  running  the  program,  the  State  would  have  to  provide  a  total 
of  $6  million.  We  are  a  wealthy  State,  Mr.  Chairman,  but,  like  every 
other  State,  have  tax  problems  and  financial  problems.  The  State  has 
just  turned  to  a  lottery  because  of  those  financial  problems,  and  I 
know  that  other  States  also  face  the  same  kind  of  difficulties  and  will 
have  a  difficult  time  affording  even  this  relatively  small  cost.  So,  I 
would  hope  that  the  committee  would  seriously  consider  the  difficulty 
and  problems  that  the  House  amendment  might  cause  if  it  is  added 
here  in  the  Senate. 

The  House  committee  amendment  would,  in  my  opinion,  cripple, 
and  probably  kill,  the  program.  Costs  to  the  States  would  rise  to  such 
a  level  that  many  States  would  have  to  drop  out  of  the  program.  And 
it  means  that  those  who  would  obviously  suffer  from  such  an  action 
are  the  recipients  of  the  stamps:  people  on  public  assistance  whose 
incomes  do  not  permit  them  to  spend  enough  for  adequate  amounts 
and  kinds  of  food. 
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I  was  in  Mississippi  2  weeks  ago  with  the  Subcommittee  on  Em- 
ployment,  Manpower,  and  Poverty.  I  saw  conditions  of  extreme 
hunger  and  saw  people  who  eat  only  one  meal  a  day  or  one  meal 
each  day  for  a  period  of  a  couple  days.  I  saw  widespread  and  extreme 
malnutrition  and  seriously  inadequate  diets.  Farmworkers  who  in 
the  past  have  had  only  a  few  months  of  work  are  now  losing  even  that 
meager  income  as  mechanization  removes  their  jobs. 

These  problems  are  not  all  hi  Mississippi.  Only  11  percent  of  the 
poor  have  access  to  a  food  distribution  system  in  Alabama— the  food 
stamp  or  the  commodity  distribution  program.  In  South  Carolina, 
the  figure  is  1.6  percent  and  in  Virginia,  1.9  percent.  But  there  are  also 
many  who  are  hungry  in  my  State  and  throughout  the  country. 

That  is  why  I  believe  the  food  stamp  program  is  so  important,  why 
it  should  be  continued  without  the  20-percent  State  requirement 
imposed  by  the  House  committee  and  why  consideration  should  be 
given  soon  to  ways  in  which  the  program  can  be  improved  so  that 
more  of  the  poor,  including  those  with  no  income  at  all,  can  maintain 
an  adequate  diet.  The  food  stamp  program  increases  the  amount  of 
food  welfare  families  receive  by  about  50  percent. 

This  program  is  not  a  system  of  handouts.  It  requires  the  partici¬ 
pating  family  to  use  some  of  its  own  income  to  purchase  food  and 
provides  them  with  the  opportunity  to  purchase  more  and  better  food 
for  less  money. 

I  cannot  too  strongly  urge  this  committee  to  report  out  S.  953  in 
its  present  form.  With  this  assurance  that  the  program  has  a  future, 
millions  of  low-income  families  in  this  country  can  continue  to  improve 
their  diets  and  we  can  address  outselves  to  needed  improvements  in  our 
food  distribution  plans  so  that  more  may  benefit. 

I  might  just  add  on  our  trip  to  Mississippi,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  did 
see  children  with  distended  stomachs  and  with  sores  on  their  lips 
because  of  malnutrition,  and  who  are  really  kept  alive  because  of  the 
food  stamp  program  and  the  assistance  that  they  receive.  They  have 
been  driven  off  the  farms  now  because  of  mechanization,  and  I  think 
to  some  extent,  also,  the  minimum  wage,  as  Senator  McClellan  said 
in  the  Senate  last  week,  and  they  do  not  have  any  place  to  go.  The  only 
thing  that  they  and  their  children  live  on  is  the  food  they  get  from  the 
Federal  Government.  I  think  if  we  would  have  difficulty  in  New  York, 
certainly  Mississippi  would  have  great  difficulty  in  paying  the  extra  | 
20  percent  which  would  be  required  by  the  House  action,  and  I  know 
that  those  people  in  the  delta,  particularly,  desperately  need  the 
program. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Boggs,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Senator  Boggs.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  compliment  Senator 
Kennedy  for  his  appearance  here  and  his  presentation.  We  are  glad  to 
have  your  views  and  firsthand  observations.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Kennedy.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Young. 

Senator  Young.  I  thought  it  was  a  very  fine  statement,  Senator. 

I  have  been  a  cosponsor  of  this  kind  of  legislation  with  Senator 
Aiken  ever  since  I  came  to  the  Senate.  I  feel  this  is  a  fine  program. 
The  House  requirement  that  the  States  provide  20  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  stamps  may  cause  us  some  trouble.  I  know  in  the  past  I  was 
always  opposed  to  a  requirement  for  local  participation  in  the  disaster 
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relief  program  but  it  was  finally  put  into  the  legislation.  However, 
it  does  appear  there  is  some  advantage  if  local  interests  have  to  put 
up  a  little  money.  There  is  a  question  whether  it  be  20  percent  or  5 
percent  or  10  percent,  but  I  think  there  is  an  advantage  if  local  in¬ 
terests  have  to  put  up  a  little  of  the  cost  of  these  programs. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Could  I  make  a  point  here,  that  they  do  put 
up  quite  a  little  now  because  the  cost  of  certification  of  the  recipients 
is  a  very  heavy  burden  and  represents  quite  an  investment  of  time 
and  concern  and  participation.  The  normal  good  effect  of  requiring 
some  local  understanding  and  some  local  investment  is  more  than 
met,  I  think,  under  this  current  requirement. 

Senator  Young.  This  money  is  put  by  the  individual  counties? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  the  State  has  to — you  see,  the  State  has 
to  certify  that  the  person  is  entitled  to  food  stamps,  which  means 
they  have  got  to  interview  them.  It  means  that  they  have  got  to 
make  a  judgment  as  to  their  income,  as  to  what  they  are  spending 
for  food,  as  to  what  they  should  be  spending  for  food  to  have  an 
optimum  food  income.  And  on  that  basis,  why,  then  the  food  stamps 
are  made  available  and  a  determination  made  as  to  how  much  they 
will  be  required  to  invest  in  order  to  get  the  number  of  stamps.  So 
this  does  involve  a  rather  considerable  investment  of  personnel  and 
money  on  the  part  of  the  States.  This  is  not  something  that  they  just 
get  without  any  effort  on  their  own  part. 

Senator  Young.  The  State  and  the  local  political  subdivisions  do 
have  to  put  up  some  money? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir,  whether  it  is  a  local  subdivision  or 
the  State,  will  depend  on  the  local  circumstances.  But  the  financing  of 
this  whole  machinery  of  certification  is  done  by  the  county  or  the 
State  in  combination  with  the  local  people. 

Senator  Boggs.  The  State  or  county  has  to  run  it. 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  State  or  county  has  to  run  the  certifica¬ 
tion  process. 

Senator  Boggs.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Senator  Young.  Go  ahead. 

Senator  Boggs.  From  the  State’s  standpoint,  is  it  not  cheaper  to  do 
this  with  the  food  stamp  approach  rather  than  distribute  the  surplus 
food? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  suspect  this  is  a  close  question  but — you  just 
have  to  match  off.  In  the  direct  food,  the  detailed  certification  does 
not  take  place.  That  cost  would  not  be  nearly  as  great.  On  the  other 
hand,  then  you  get  into  the  very  physical  problem  of  warehousing,  of 
handling,  of  distributing. 

Senator  Boggs.  And  this  covers  much  more. 

Secretary  Freeman.  This  covers  much  more,  and  it  gives  people 
access  to  different  kinds  of  food. 

In  effect,  what  we  are  doing  is  using  our  commercial  distribution 
system,  rather  than  duplicate  it  with  other  nonconventional  distri¬ 
bution  systems. 

Senator  Boggs.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Young.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  just  noticed  here  on  this  list, 
right  now  New  York  State,  the  cost  of  their  program  is  $1.5  million  a 
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year.  If  you  put  up  20  percent  of  the  bonus  value,  you  would  have 
$4.4  million  additional  to  pay. 

Senator  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Jordan.  Which  would  make  $5.9  million  for  New  York  State, 
and  that  same  thing  would  be  true  all  through  the  States,  depending 
on  the  amount  that  they  are  now  receiving. 

Senator  Young.  Would  you  yield  there? 

Senator  Jordan.  Yes. 

Senator  Young.  Would  the  House  provision  of  20  percent  be  in 
addition  to  what  they  are  paying  now? 

Senator  Jordan.  It  would  be  in  addition  to  what  is  already  there; 
that  is  correct.  In  other  words,  it  would  wind  up  at  $5.9  million— this 
is  in  New  York — instead  of  $1.5  million. 

Senator  Byrd,  we  are  glad  you  got  here. 

Senator  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  apologize  for  being 
late. 

Senator  Jordan.  That  is  all  right,  that  is  customary.  You  are  a 
little  ahead  of  time,  according  to  the  usual  procedure  around  here. 
But  we  have  heard  the  testimony  of  Senator  Byrd — I  mean  Senator 
Kennedy. 

Senator  Kennedy.  I  do  not  mind  getting  mixed  up. 

Senator  Jordan.  This  is  Senator  Byrd’s  bill  of — West  Virginia— we 
have  here.  Do  you  have  any  questions  on  this  food  stamp  bill? 

Senator  Byrd.  Not  at  the  present  time. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Kennedy.  Could  I  just  take  30  seconds  more  of  jmur  time? 

Senator  Jordan.  Yes. 

Senator  Kennedy.  I  would  hope  that  the  committee,  maybe  not 
right  at  the  moment,  but  that  it  would  consider  some  of  the  problems 
that  are  created  by  those  who  have  no  income  at  all.  Many  of  these 
people  whom  we  saw  during  our  poverty  hearings  have  been  thrown 
out  of  work  and  do  not  have  access  to  any  income,  so  that  therefore 
they  cannot  buy  the  stamps.  The  result  is  that  they  are  living  virtually 
on  nothing  and  the  children  are  living  virtually  on  nothing.  And  as  I 
say,  there  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  hunger,  not  just  among  older 
people  but  among  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  children  whom  we  saw. 
And  as  I  say  also,  here  in  the  United  States  in  1967  we  saw  a  lot  of 
children  with  swollen  stomachs  just  as  you  see  them  in  India  or  Africa. 

Senator  Jordan.  That  might  be  overeating.  You  cannot  tell. 

Senator  Kennedy.  No,  no,  it  wasn’t;  because  I  asked  them  what 
they  ate,  but  in  any  case  it  creates  a  problem  for  them.  And  for  those 
who  cannot  afford  to  buy  the  stamps,  it  is  a  serious  problem  as  to  how 
they  are  going  to  get  any  food. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Chairman,  off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Senator  Kennedy.  I  just  bring  it  to  the  committee’s  attention. 

Senator  Jordan.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Boggs.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator  right  there,  in  those  cases 
where  they  are  not  able  to  buy  the  stamps,  what  is  being  done  for 
them? 

Senator  Kennedy.  Nothing,  really. 

Senator  Boggs.  Are  they  not  on  county  or  State  general  welfare 
of  some  kind? 
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Senator  Kennedy.  A  lot  of  them  cannot  come  under  welfare,  and 
many  of  them  are  trying  at  least  to  leave  that  area,  and  they  will 
end  up,  of  course — in  the  group  that  we  saw,  they  end  up  in  the 
ghettos  of  the  North  and  then  try  to  go  on  relief  there. 

Senator  Boggs.  But  there  is  nothing  to  reach  them. 

Senator  Kennedy.  Not  really.  The  fact  is  they  do  not  have  any¬ 
thing  to  eat,  and  they  cannot  get  what  some  of  the  other  families  live 
on. 

Senator  Boggs.  Can  the  surplus  food — -there  is  not  much  surplus, 
but  can  that  reach  them,  Mr.  Secretary? 

Secretary  Freeman.  We  do  not  duplicate  in  a  county  both  the 
food  stamp  and  the  direct  distribution.  The  problem  to  which  Senator 
Kennedy  refers  is  the  fact  that  in  some  States,  in  some  areas,  the  relief 
is  not  available.  Where  relief  is  available  the  amount  of  money,  or 
whatever  it  is  that  is  made  available  for  food  is  then  used  as  the 
investment  for  these  stamps.  But  if  there  is  not  any  relief,  we  just 
face  the  cold  hard  fact  that  there  is  nothing  by  which  to  make  the 
investment  required  by  law  to  get  the  stamps. 

Now,  the  current  level  within  the  Department  that  we  have  felt 
should  be  a  minimum  is  $2  a  month  per  person.  And  we  have  had 
under  advisement  for  some  time  the  question  of  what  that  amount 
should  be  in  instances  where  there  might  not  be  any  local  relief  program 
and  thereby  people  literally  having  no  source  of  income. 

The  other  side  of  the  coin  in  some  instances  is  the  basic  philosophy 
and  premise  that  the  people  in  this  program  should  put  in  what  they 
have  been  spending  for  food  so  that  they  will  not  divert  it  to  another 
use  and  end  up  in  their  diet  no  better  than  they  were  when  they 
started. 

That  was  a  basic  premise  to  this  and  the  reason  the  food  stamp 
broke  down  in  the  early  period  was  because  people  would  take  the 
money  they  had  been  spending  for  food,  put  it  for  something  else,  and 
they  ended  up  no  better  than  when  they  started. 

And  as  I  say,  that  sum  is  under  careful  review  now,  and  we  felt 
that  virtually  everyone  would  be  spending  at  least  $2  a  month  for 
food,  and  therefore  that  was  the  basis  on  which  that  was  set,  but 
some  of  the  subsequent  developments  and  the  results  of  some  of  our 
investigations,  the  results  of  the  committee  investigation  which  Sena¬ 
tor  Kennedy  referred  to  in  Mississippi,  have  resulted  in  some  more 
review  and  investigation  of  this.  We  have  it  under  review — under 
active  consideration  to  this  very  moment  possibly  lowering  that 
amount. 

Senator  Boggs.  I  must  say,  Senator,  it  is  a  very,  very  pitiful  sight. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Because  they  are  the  ones  we  are  trying  to  get 
at,  too. 

Senator  Kennedy.  It  is  very  disheartening  when  you  see  a  child 
7,  8,  9  years  old,  an  American  child,  and  you  ask  him  what  he  had  for 
breakfast — molasses,  and  you  ask  him  what  he  had  for  lunch,  and  he 
did  not  have  anything,  and  you  ask  his  mother  what  she  expects  to 
feed  him  for  dinner — and  you  find  out  it  is  going  to  be  beans.  That 
is  what  he  is  living  on  all  the  time,  and  they  do  not  go  to  school. 
They  cannot  go  to  school,  because,  of  course,  they  do  not  have  any 
clothes. 
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Senator  Boggs.  I  do  hope  before  this  committee  finishes  that  you 
have  a  recommendation  along  that  line  because  it  appears  we  are 
missing  the  very  ones  we  must  cover,  somehow  or  other. 

Senator  Kennedy.  There  is  a  great  and  most  acute  need. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  ask  the  Secretary  a 
question? 

Senator  Jordan.  Yes. 

Senator  Young.  You  are  buying  beef  now,  are  you  not? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Senator  Young.  For  what  purposes  is  this  beef  used? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  goes  in  the  school  lunch  program. 

Senator  Young.  None  of  this  beef  is  being  used  for  relief  or  the 
food  stamp  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No;  well,  it  would  not  go  to  the  food  stamp 
program,  you  see,  because  the  food  stamp  recipient  would  get  this 
by  buying  it  at  the  store.  That  is  the  function  of  the  food  stamp 
program.  They  buy  it  in  the  normal  commercial  outlets.  But  we  have 
never,  with  a  few  exceptions,  distributed  on  direct  distribution 
perishables,  because,  generally  speaking,  there  are  not  the  physical 
conditions  for  adequate  storage  to  get  this  kind  of  thing,  such  as 
fresh  meats,  to  people  who  are  the  recipients  of  direct  distribution  of 
foods.  They  get  canned  meat.  They  will  get  canned  meat  but  not 
fresh  meat. 

Senator  Young.  When  cattle  prices  were  down,  I  believe  it  was  in 
1955,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  purchased  around  860,000  head 
of  cattle. 

Secretary  Freeman.  About  $240  million  worth  of  beef  we  bought 
in  1964. 

Senator  Young.  In  some  cases  this  was  distributed  for  relief  around 
the  world. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  no;  it  was  distributed  in  the  United 
States,  but  it  was  canned  meat,  primarily,  and  we  are  still  doing  that. 

Senator  Young.  There  was  some  given  to  foreign  countries,  too, 
for  relief. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  would  have  to  check. 

Mr.  Davis.  Mr.  Secretary,  there  was  a  program  to  assist  the  Greek 
Army,  but  this  was  not  a  grant,  I  do  not  believe. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Anyway,  if  it  was — you  may  be  right — it  was 
a  very  small  volume,  but  we  are  now,  the  question  is  we  are  now 
purchasing  at  about  $1  million  level,  and  that  would  go  in  terms  of 
fresh  meat  into  schools,  and  some  of  it  that  we  would  purchase  as 
canned  or  mixed  pork  and  beef  does  go  out  through  direct  distribu¬ 
tion.  And  we  can  find  some,  I  think,  in  Mississippi  and  other  places. 

Senator  Young.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Any  further  questions? 

Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Kennedy.  We  appreciate  your 
statement  very  much.  It  will  be  carried  in  its  entirety  in  the  record. 

Senator  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(The  complete  statement  of  Senator  Kennedy  follows:) 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
express  my  support  for  S.  953  to  continue  and  expand  the  food  stamp  program. 

As  you  know,  Public  Law  88-525,  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  authorized  appro¬ 
priations  for  three  years  until  June  30,  1967.  To  insure  the  continuity  of  the 
program,  authorizing  legislation  must  be  enacted  by  the  Congress  before  that  date. 
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The  program  has  received  support  from  41  states  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Six  hundred  and  fifty  projects  are  in  operation  involving  more  than  two  million 
low-income  families.  And  many  more  communities  and  states  wish  to  initiate  the 
program. 

In  my  state,  one  project  has  been  operating  in  Erie  County  since  February,  1966. 
Participation  in  this  program  averaged  about  20,000  persons  a  month  during  the 
first  year.  These  people  received  over  $1  million  in  additional  food  purchasing 
power. 

An  additional  fourteen  areas — thirteen  counties  and  once  city- — were  designated 
for  the  program  last  November.  Two  of  those  14  started  the  program  on  April  1 
and  the  others  are  expected  to  begin  shortly.  The  State  Welfare  agency  has  indi¬ 
cated  to  the  Department  that  it  eventually  plans  to  operate  the  program  state¬ 
wide  if  all  counties  are  interested  in  participating 

Last  October,  New  York  State  requested  the  program  also  for  New  York  City, 
hoping  to  begin  in  fiscal  1968.  This  application  is  now  being  reviewed  at  the 
Department  with  all  indications  that  it  will  be  approved  if  the  money  is  available 
to  the  Department.  As  many  as  200,000  persons  of  low  income  in  New  York  can 
expect  to  be  eligible  for  the  food  stamps.  If  the  food  stamp  bonus  averaged  about 
$66  a  year  for  each  of  these  applicants,  an  additional  $10  to  $15  million  in  pur¬ 
chasing  power  could  be  expected  in  the  city. 

Of  the  15  largest  cities  in  the  country,  only  two — New  York  and  Boston — are 
not  included  in  the  program.  The  need  for  the  program  is  evident  when  you  realize 
that  70  percent  of  the  people  on  welfare  in  the  State  of  New  York  live  in  New 
York  City. 

What  is  so  very  important  for  these  people  in  New  York  City  and  those  in  the 
other  15  areas  in  the  state  is  the  opportunity  for  an  improved  diet,  the  means  to 
obtain  more  and  better  food. 

I  should  like  to  mention  at  this  point  my  concern  with  the  action  taken  by 
the  House  Committee  in  adding  an  amendment  to  increase  the  state  participation 
in  the  cost  of  the  program  to  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  bonus  coupons.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  estimates  that  states  now  provide  about  7  percent  of  administrative  costs 
through  their  work  in  certifying  families  and  distributing  coupons.  At  the  pro¬ 
jected  level  of  the  program  next  year,  the  20  percent  requirement  would  mean 
$40  million  a  year  which  the  states  would  have  to  pay.  It  is  estimated  that  New 
York  State  would  face  $4.4  million  in  additional  costs.  Coupled  with  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  of  running  the  program,  the  State  would  have  to  provide  about  a 
total  of  $6  million. 

The  House  committee  amendment  would,  in  my  opinion,  cripple  and  probably 
kill  the  program.  Costs  to  the  states  would  rise  to  such  a  level  that  many  states 
would  drop  out  of  the  program.  Those  who  would  obviously  suffer  from  such  an 
action  are  the  recipients  of  the  stamps — people  on  public  assistance  whose  incomes 
do  not  permit  them  to  spend  enough  for  adequate  amounts  and  kinds  of  food. 

When  I  was  in  Mississippi  two  weeks  ago  with  the  Subcommittee  on  Employ¬ 
ment,  Manpower,  and  Poverty,  I  saw  conditions  of  extreme  hunger.  I  saw  people 
who  eat  only  one  meal  a  day  or  one  meal  every  two  days.  I  saw  widespread  and 
extreme  malnutrition  and  seriously  inadequate  diets.  Farm  workers  who  in  the 
past  have  had  only  a  few  months  of  work  are  now  losing  even  that  meager  income 
as  mechanization  removes  their  jobs. 

These  problems  are  not  all  in  Mississippi.  Only  11  percent  of  the  poor  have 
access  to  a  food  distribution  system  in  Alabama — the  food  stamp  or  the  commodity 
distribution  program.  In  South  Carolina,  the  figure  is  1.6  percent  and  in  Virginia, 
1.9  percent.  But  there  are  also  many  who  are  hungry  in  my  state  and  throughout 
the  country. 

This  is  why  the  food  stamp  program  is  so  important,  why  it  should  be  continued 
without  the  20  percent  state  requirement  imposed  by  the  House  committee  and 
why  consideration  should  be  given  soon  to  ways  in  which  the  program  can  be 
improved  so  that  more  of  the  poor,  including  those  with  no  income  at  all,  can 
maintain  an  adequate  diet.  The  food  stamp  programs  increases  the  amount  of 
food  welfare  families  receive  by  about  50  percent. 

This  program  is  not  a  system  of  handouts.  It  requires  the  participating  family 
to  use  some  of  its  own  income  to  purchase  food  and  provides  them  with  the 
opportunity  to  purchase  more  and  better  food  for  less  money. 

I  cannot  too  strongly  urge  tins  Committee  to  report  out  S.  953  in  its  present 
form.  With  this  assurance  that  the  program  has  a  future,  millions  of  low-income 
families  in  this  country  can  continue  to  improve  their  diets  and  we  can  address 
ourselves  to  needed  improvements  in  all  our  food  distribution  plans  so  that  more 
may  benefit. 

78-504 — 67 - 3 
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Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Secretary,  we  would  be  glad  to  hear  from  you 
at  this  time,  and  your  statement  will  go  in  the  record  in  its  entirety. 
You  may  handle  it  any  way  you  see  fit. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ORVILLE  L.  FREEMAN,  SECRETARY  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Secretary  Freeman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  quickly  review  my 
statement.  It  is  not  very  long,  and  I  will,  of  course,  welcome  your 
questions. 

I  am  happy  to  appear  here  this  morning  to  discuss  the  food  stamp 
program  with  you. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  a  success. 

It  has  more  than  lived  up  to  our  very  high  expectations  of  3  years 
ago. 

It  has,  in  fact,  been  an  exciting,  imaginative,  and  effective  venture. 

It  has  charted  a  new  course  in  the  wise  and  prudent  use  of  this 
country’s  abundance  of  food. 

It  has  improved  the  diets  and  health  of  our  low-income  families. 

It  has  expanded  food  markets  for  our  farmers. 

It  has  stimulated  the  local  economies  of  the  areas  in  which  it 
operates. 

And  again  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  vision  of  members  of  this 
committee,  who,  in  1964,  helped  enact  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  And  I 
want — as  I  did  then — to  acknowledge  the  special  contribution  of 
Senator  Aiken  of  the  committee — who,  for  more  than  20  years  worked 
to  enact  such  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  attached  to  my  statement  a  table  which 
shows  the  progress  we  have  made  since  the  act  was  signed  in  August 
1964.  I  am  also  submitting  for  the  record  detailed  data  for  each  of 
the  645  areas  that  operated  food  stamp  programs  in  February  of  this 
year,  in  which  1.5  million  people  in  41  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  were  participating. 

(The  table  referred  to  follows:) 

Food  stamp  program — Selected  program  statistics  for  specified  months 


For  the  month  of— 


Item 

August 

1964 

June 

1965 

June 

1966 

February 

1967 

June  1967 
(projection) 

Number  of  States... - - 

22 

29 

1  41 

i  42 

M3 

Number  of  areas _ _  .  .  ... 

43 

110 

324 

645 

875 

Number  of  participants _  _  .  .  . 

350,  550 

632,  687 

1,218,  399 

1,  557,  063 

2,  000.  000 

Number  of  retail  foodstorcs...  . . 

13.  300 

18.  000 

42, 200 

60,900 

88, 000 

Number  of  wholesale  foodstores _  .  . 

700 

1,000 

1,500 

1,600 

2,000 

Monthly  value  of  coupons  issued: 

Total  coupons.  . . . 

$5,  865,  057 

$10,  639,  497 

*20.  577,  786 

$26,  409,  959 

$34, 000,  000 

Bonus  coupons _ 

$2,  235,  405 

$3,  988,  717 

$7,  398,  372 

*9,  559,  675 

$12,  280,  000 

Percent  ol  bonus  coupons  ..  _  .. 

3S% 

37% 

36% 

36% 

36% 

Bonus  coupons  per  person _ 

$6. 38 

$6.30 

$6.07 

$6.14 

$6.  14 

i  Includes  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1967 


Number  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Alabama  (3): 

Greene _ 

82 

3, 410 

3,  492 

$42, 160 

$6, 696 

63 

$7.64 

Jefferson _  _ 

3, 209 

6,661 

9,  870 

131,  710 

69,  615 

53 

7.05 

Walker .  .  . 

2,087 

2,564 

4,651 

67, 882 

33, 618 

50 

7.23 

Total _ _ 

5, 378 

12, 635 

18,  013 

241, 752 

129, 919 

54 

7.21 

Alaska  (1): 

Nome.-  .  ... 

9 

88 

97 

2,  040 

724 

36 

7. 46 

Arkansas  (21): 

Arkansas _ _ 

246 

505 

751 

11.026 

4,  771 

43 

6.35 

Bradley . . 

215 

364 

579 

8,  876 

3,415 

38 

5.90 

.  Conway _ _  -  .  -- 

718 

407 

1, 125 

17,846 

6,668 

37 

5.93 

}  Craighead _ 

387 

924 

1,311 

19.  454 

9,  439 

49 

7.20 

Crittenden..  .  ...  . 

546 

7,256 

7.802 

89,  683 

54,  836 

61 

7.03 

Cross  (New)... . 

186 

1,617 

1,803 

21,  088 

11,791 

56 

6.54 

Faulkner _ _ 

321 

126 

447 

8,  552 

2,  574 

30 

5.76 

Independence . . 

692 

632 

1,324 

21,  382 

9,  075 

42 

6.  85 

Izard  .  -----  _ 

165 

158 

323 

5,642 

2,  140 

38 

6. 63 

Jefferson . .  . 

764 

4,081 

4,845 

59,  677 

33,  231 

56 

6.86 

Lee  .  .  ... . 

675 

3,655 

4,330 

50,  451 

28,  979 

57 

6.  69 

Lincoln, .  _ 

560 

635 

1.  195 

16,  902 

8,  470 

50 

7.09 

Lonoke  _ 

540 

1,513 

2,053 

26,  229 

13,  894 

53 

6.76 

Mississippi.  .  __ 

1,755 

6, 161 

7,  916 

103,  769 

55,  599 

54 

7.  02 

Monroe  _  -------- 

495 

2, 175 

2,670 

33,  362 

19,312 

58 

7.  23 

Perry.. . . 

382 

93 

475 

8,594 

2,682 

31 

5.64 

Phillips.  ... 

1,768 

6,642 

8,410 

105,  842 

58,  773 

56 

0.  99 

Poinsett  (New) _ 

755 

1,864 

2,619 

37,  073 

17,  921 

48 

6.84 

Prairie . 

374 

186 

560 

9,210 

3,  322 

36 

5.95 

Pulaski...  ..  . 

2,  256 

1,437 

3,  693 

65,  497 

21,714 

39 

5.88 

St.  Francis _ _ 

1, 179 

4,454 

5,633 

67, 156 

40,  564 

60 

7.20 

Total . . 

14,  979 

44,885 

59, 864 

777, 311 

409, 170 

53 

6.83 

California  (4): 

Contra  Costa _ 

7, 853 

1,746 

9, 599 

184,  061 

49, 461 

27 

5. 15 

Humboldt  -.  _ 

1,575 

661 

2,  236 

46,  111 

13,  153 

29 

5.  88 

Los  Angeles . 

66,  201 

14,  526 

80,  727 

1,492,  529 

406,  254 

27 

5.03 

San  Francisco..- .  _ 

8,  515 

2,279 

10,  794 

219,  997 

58,  603 

27 

5.  43 

Total _ _ 

84, 144 

19, 212 

103, 356 

1,942,698 

527,  471 

27 

5. 10 

Colorado  (26): 

Adams... . 

1  1,050 

1  669 

i  1,719 

31,  725 

10,  211 

32 

i  5. 94 

Alamosa  . 

i  143 

1  223 

'  366 

5,686 

2,  300 

40 

i  6.  28 

4  Arapahoe _  .. 

i  900 

1221 

1  1,121 

22,  500 

6,682 

30 

>  5.  96 

B  Bent  (New).  .  .. 

>  148 

1  200 

'  348 

6,666 

2, 190 

83 

‘  6.  29 

f  Boulder..  . . 

1275 

1  191 

i  466 

9,116 

2,  784 

31 

'  5.  97 

Clear  Creek . . 

■  16 

i  3 

i  19 

402 

125 

31 

i  6.  58 

Conejos  .  - 

i  175 

■  585 

‘  760 

1 1,  266 

4,943 

44 

1  6.  50 

Costilla . . . 

i  60 

1  297 

i  357 

6,001 

2,493 

42 

■  6.98 

Crowley _ 

i  60 

1  64 

I  124 

2,  397 

838 

35 

■  6.  76 

Custer  .  . 

i  27 

1  4 

i  31 

671 

210 

31 

'  6.  76 

Denver  . 

i  9,  200 

1  2, 170 

>  11,370 

240,  305 

73, 107 

30 

‘  6.  43 

Elbert _  _ 

i  18 

1  1 

1  19 

478 

126 

26 

>  6.  63 

Gilpin.. . . 

i  17 

1  12 

1  29 

■  645 

200 

31 

‘  6.  90 

Huerfano..  .. 

i  326 

>280 

‘  606 

11,298 

3,642 

68 

1  6.  01 

Jefferson _  .  . 

i  654 

1373 

1  1.  027 

20, 108 

6, 108 

30 

i  5.  95 

Larimer . . . 

>337 

i  195 

1  532 

9,  014 

2,  972 

33 

'  5.  59 

Las  Animas . 

1  574 

1  602 

1  1.176 

22,314 

7,  350 

33 

i  6.25 

Logan  (New) . . 

1  100 

i  81 

'  181 

3,  409 

1. 137 

33 

>  6.  28 

Mesa... .  . . 

i  308 

1  198 

1  506 

8,  696 

2,926 

34 

>  5.  7S 

Otero . . . 

i  379 

■  377 

>  756 

11,823 

4.  508 

38 

1  5.  9i> 

Phillips  (New) _  _ 

i  16 

1 10 

1  26 

544 

164 

30 

‘6.  31 

Prowers  (New) . . 

i  100 

i  86 

i  186 

3,415 

1.  168 

34 

'  6.28 

Pueblo _  _ 

i  2,  318 

'  1,  459 

>  3, 777 

69,  664 
8,  262 

23,  075 

33 

i  6. 11 

Rio  Grande-Mineral. .. 

i  197 

1  321 

'  518 

3,372 

41 

i  6.51 

Washington  (New) _ 

i  60 

1  24 

1  84 

1,734 

528 

30 

■  6.29 

Weld _ 

1850 

i  332 

1  1, 182 

21,206 

7,376 

35 

1  6.24 

Total _ _ 

i  18, 308 

1  8,  978 

>  27,  286 

529, 345 

170,535 

32 

i  6. 25 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1 967—  Continued 


Number  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

! 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Connecticut  (1): 

Waterbury  District _ 

2,093 

1,517 

3, 610 

$67, 837 

$19, 022 

28 

$5.27 

District  of  Columbia  (1): 

Washington _  _ 

11, 637 

7,269 

18, 906 

319, 106 

116, 027 

36 

6.14 

Georgia  (18): 

Bibb _ _ _ 

1,249 

1,951 

3,200 

48, 820 

20, 135 

41 

6.29 

Burke _  _ 

204 

1,014 

1,218 

14,  970 

6,  924 

46 

5.68 

Charlton _ _ 

176 

270 

446 

6,035 

2,  755 

46 

6.18 

Clinch . ..  . 

109 

115 

224 

3,  454 

1.406 

41 

6.28 

Echols _ _  ... 

75 

98 

173 

2,674 

972 

36 

5.62 

Hall _ 

254 

361 

615 

10,  271 

3,851 

37 

6.26 

Hancock.  .  .  . . 

101 

581 

682 

8,  747 

4,185 

48 

6.14  A 

Houston.  _ _  . 

117 

447 

564 

8,  014 

3,634 

45 

6.44  W 

Lowndes  . 

430 

407 

837 

12, 225 

4,886 

40 

5.84  * 

Lumpkin . . . 

210 

94 

304 

4,  908 

1,870 

38 

6.15 

Mitchell. _ 

338 

802 

1, 140 

15,  986 

6,  996 

44 

6. 14 

Pulaski _ _  .  .  . 

151 

348 

499 

6.  949 

2,768 

40 

5.55 

Rabun.  _ _  .. 

215 

351 

566 

9,185 

3, 763 

41 

6.65 

Richmond . . . 

565 

643 

1,208 

17, 160 

6,  045 

35 

5.00 

Stephens.  _ 

137 

212 

349 

5,761 

2,315 

40 

6.63 

Taliaferro _  _ . 

49 

85 

134 

1,789 

796 

44 

5.94 

Thomas _  .  .  . 

530 

637 

1,167 

16,  880 

7,  357 

44 

6.30 

Washington . 

79 

651 

730 

8,995 

4, 587 

51 

6.28 

Total.- . . . 

4,989 

9,067 

14, 056 

202, 823 

85, 245 

42 

6.06 

Hawaii  (3): 

Honolulu.  _ 

4.157 

792 

4,  949 

100, 610 

l  28, 076 

28 

5.67 

Kauai . 

238 

125 

363 

7,  350 

i  2, 059 

28 

5.67 

Maui  _ 

447 

193 

640 

12, 450 

13, 631 

29 

5.67 

Total  . . 

4,842 

1,110 

5,  952 

120,  410 

33, 766 

28 

5.67 

Illinois  (53): 

Alexander _  ... 

872 

435 

1, 307 

24, 253 

6,  854 

28 

5.24 

Bond _ 

107 

46 

153 

2,  912 

818 

28 

5. 35 

Calhoun...  . 

91 

45 

136 

2,810 

792 

28 

5.82 

Champaign  (New).  ... 

577 

26 

603 

10.  022 

2,  651 

26 

4.40 

Clark  (New) _ 

81 

29 

110 

2.  288 

622 

27 

5.65 

Clay - 

166 

134 

300 

5,194 

1,530 

29 

5. 10 

Clinton _ _ _ _ 

32 

50 

82 

1,529 

488 

32 

5.95 

Coles  (New)  .  . . 

144 

21 

165 

3,  358 

883 

26 

5.35 

Cook _ 

77,  503 

6,  703 

84,  206 

1,  630, 170 

440, 373 

27 

5.23 

Crawford  ...  _ 

134 

08 

202 

3, 878 

1, 110 

29 

5.50 

Cumberland  (New) _ 

10 

48 

58 

1. 128 

387 

34 

6.67ja 

De  Witt  (New) _ 

35 

42 

77 

1,461 

422 

29 

5.48  V 

Douglas  (New) _ 

65 

75 

140 

2,  596 

771 

30 

5.5l\ 

Edgar  (New) _ 

123 

38 

161 

2.888 

796 

28 

4.  94 

Edwards _ _ _ 

8 

55 

63 

1,228 

400 

33 

6.35 

Effingham  (New)..  .. 

176 

53 

229 

3,905 

1,096 

28 

4.79 

Fayette . . . 

124 

55 

179 

3,658 

1,016 

28 

5.68 

Franklin.  __  ._  ...  ... 

1.457 

640 

2,097 

45,  509 

12,319 

27 

5.87 

Gallatin  . 

162 

115 

277 

5,  908 

1,643 

28 

5.93 

Greene..  - 

164 

90 

254 

4.351 

1,230 

28 

4.84 

Hamilton  .  ... 

112 

77 

189 

3,929 

1,204 

31 

6.37 

Hardin _ 

181 

68 

249 

5,604 

1.480 

26 

5.  94 

Iroquois  (New) _ 

50 

0 

50 

1,007 

261 

26 

5.22 

Jackson.  _  _ 

612 

258 

870 

16, 187 

4,603 

28 

5.29 

Jasper _  .  _ _ 

56 

81 

137 

2,535 

770 

30 

5.62 

Jefferson _ _ 

851 

308 

1, 159 

23,  285 

6, 379 

27 

5.50 

Jersey.. . .  .  . 

69 

66 

135 

2,  663 

740 

28 

5.  48 

Johnson..  .  ..  ...  .. 

82 

98 

180 

3,552 

1,055 

30 

5. 86 

Lawrence _  _ 

359 

147 

506 

9,  368 

2,  567 

27 

5. 07 

Macon  (New) _ 

1,258 

54 

1,312 

22,  482 

5,  875 

26 

4.  48 

Macoupin. .  .  . 

166 

153 

319 

6.  579 

1,886 

29 

5.  91 

Madison _ _ _ 

2,  251 

900 

3,151 

37. 706 

10,551 

28 

3. 35 

Marion _ _ _ 

531 

388 

919 

16,  785 

5,011 

30 

5.  45 

Massac... . . 

353 

115 

468 

9,325 

2, 561 

27 

5.  47 

Monroe  _ 

85 

36 

121 

1,762 

539 

31 

4.  45 

Montogmerv .  .. 

141 

72 

213 

3,  861 

1,094 

28 

5. 14 

Moultrie  (New).  _ 

79 

13 

92 

1.609 

463 

29 

5.03 

Perry _  .  ...  144 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1 967 — Continued 


Project  area 


Illinois— Continued 

Piatt  (New) _ 

Pope _ 

Pulaski . . 

Randolph  .  _ 

Richland . . 

St.  Clair _ 

Saline _ _ 

Shelby  (New) . . 

Union _ 

Vermilion  (New) _ 

Wabash _ . . 

Washington _ _ 

Wayne _ 

White _  _ 

Williamson _ 

Total _ _ 

Indiana  (17): 

Bartholomew _ 

Floyd _ _ _ 

Gibson _ _ _ 

Harrison.. _ _ 

Knox _ 

Lake . . . 

Madison _ _ 

Marion _ 

Perry _ 

Pike _ 

Posey . . . 

Putnam _ 

Spencer _ 

Switzerland _ 

Tipton _ 

Vanderburgh _ 

Warrick _ 

Total _ 

Iowa  (42): 

Adams _ 

Appanoose _ 

Benton _ 

Butler _ 

Calhoun . . . 

Cerro  Gordo _ 

Clark _ _ 

Dallas _ 

Davis - - - 

Decatur _ 

Des  Moines _ 

Dubuque _ 

Franklin _ 

Greene _ 

Grundy _ 

Guthrie _ 

Hamilton _ 

Hardin  (New) _ 

Harrison _ 

Henry _ _ 

Ida _ 

•Tasper _ 

Johnson _ 

Lee _ 

Lucas _ 

Madison _ 

Marshall _ 

Monona _ 

O’Brien _ 

Plymouth _ _ 

Pottawattomie  (New)— 


Number  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

70 

7 

77 

$1, 293 

$332 

26 

$4.31 

178 

70 

248 

4,713 

1,298 

28 

5.  23 

868 

271 

1.139 

20,  804 

5. 792 

28 

5.  09 

80 

104 

184 

3,  515 

1. 066 

30 

5. 79 

51 

32 

83 

1,  703 

505 

30 

6.08 

9,033 

1,086 

10,119 

216, 776 

58,  374 

27 

5. 77 

711 

394 

1,105 

24, 175 

6,  657 

28 

6.02 

50 

36 

86 

1,265 

360 

28 

4.19 

181 

138 

319 

6, 463 

1,897 

29 

5.95 

282 

2 

284 

3,767 

1,032 

27 

3.  63 

67 

35 

102 

2,264 

618 

27 

6.  06 

26 

0 

26 

581 

146 

25 

5.  62 

127 

40 

167 

2, 688 

723 

27 

4.  33 

118 

121 

239 

4, 921 

1,412 

29 

5.91 

666 

305 

971 

22, 180 

6.052 

27 

6.  23 

101.919 

14,317 

116, 236 

2, 248, 957 

610,  746 

27 

5. 25 

247 

167 

414 

6, 497 

2,600 

40 

6.28 

428 

439 

867 

13, 383 

5,160 

39 

5. 95 

380 

258 

638 

9,302 

3,882 

42 

6.08 

150 

284 

434 

7,  588 

2, 823 

37 

6.50 

341 

327 

668 

12,  523 

4,345 

35 

6.50 

7.134 

1,415 

8,  549 

140,244 

47, 574 

34 

5.  56 

954 

165 

1,119 

10,875 

4,116 

38 

3.68 

4.327 

2, 046 

6,373 

101,677 

35, 975 

35 

5.64 

385 

301 

686 

1  12,  860 

■  4, 246 

133 

1  6. 19 

283 

139 

422 

6, 100 

2, 602 

43 

6.17 

184 

384 

568 

8,087 

3,329 

41 

5.86 

63 

40 

103 

1,616 

615 

38 

5.97 

310 

237 

547 

8, 873 

3, 385 

38 

6. 19 

53 

89 

142 

2, 300 

912 

40 

6.42 

101 

41 

142 

2,518 

792 

31 

5.  58 

2, 408 

1,893 

4,301 

67, 195 

24, 255 

36 

5.64 

256 

262 

518 

8,467 

3, 142 

37 

6.07 

18. 004 

8,487 

26, 491 

1  420, 105 

1  149, 753 

i  36 

i  5.65 

28 

23 

51 

1,067 

315 

30 

6.18 

324 

165 

489 

10,  688 

3,027 

28 

6. 19 

96 

47 

143 

3,011 

775 

26 

5.42 

74 

82 

156 

2, 858 

806 

28 

5. 17 

64 

74 

138 

2,  634 

756 

29 

5.  48 

309 

65 

374 

7,323 

1,  967 

27 

5.  26 

11 

0 

16 

410 

110 

27 

6.  88 

165 

67 

232 

4,871 

1,  394 

29 

6.  01 

39 

30 

69 

1,390 

428 

31 

6.  20 

89 

61 

150 

2, 980 

1,012 

34 

6.  75 

197 

246 

443 

6, 856 

1,997 

29 

4.51 

722 

373 

1,095 

18, 640 

5,  674 

30 

5. 18 

46 

46 

92 

1,  796 

515 

29 

5. 60 

88 

70 

158 

2, 954 

792 

27 

5.01 

23 

4 

27 

618 

178 

29 

6.59 

88 

77 

165 

2, 907 

837 

29 

5.07 

126 

15 

141 

3,  009 

779 

26 

5.  52 

93 

36 

129 

2,  775 

728 

26 

5.  64 

56 

64 

120 

2,  444 

743 

30 

6. 19 

54 

13 

67 

1,504 

424 

28 

6.  33 

18 

32 

50 

1,024 

288 

28 

5.  76 

156 

71 

227 

4,  871 

1,373 

28 

6.  05 

303 

123 

426 

4.  417 

1,288 

29 

3.  02 

305 

196 

501 

10,147 

2,  731 

27 

5.  45 

205 

62 

267 

5,896 

1,693 

29 

6.  34 

57 

69 

126 

2,642 

826 

31 

6.  56 

98 

27 

125 

2,728 

777 

28 

6.12 

109 

135 

244 

4.  540 

1,443 

32 

5.91 

120 

45 

165 

3,499 

966 

28 

5.  S5 

62 

24 

86 

1,968 

490 

25 

5.70 

938 

89 

1,027 

22, 163 

5,848 

26 

5.69 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1967 — Continued 


Number  of  persons  participating 


Coupons  issued 


Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Iowa— Continued 

Scott . . . 

Sioux _ _ 

Tama . 

Taylor . _______ 

Union.  . . 

Van  Buren . 

Wapello..  ....  _  _ 

Warren .  . .  __. 

Washington  _  ...  . 

797 

121 

63 

28 

128 

89 

507 

135 

77 

483 

33 

62 

58 

79 

36 

388 

67 

57 

1,280 

154 

125 

86 

207 

125 

895 

202 

134 

$24,  458 
3,398 
2,391 
1,755 
4,308 
2,786 
18, 634 
4,138 
2,  642 

$7, 033 
918 
666 
548 
1, 151 
750 
5,683 
1,107 
760 

29 

27 

28 
31 
27 
27 

30 
27 
29 

$5.49 
5,96 
5.33 
6. 37 
5.56 
6.00 
6.35 
5.48 
5.67 

Wayne _ _  _  .  ._ 

114 

38 

152 

3,286 

922 

28 

6. 07 

Woodbury _  _. 

2,041 

536 

2,577 

50, 965 

14, 208 

28 

5.51 

Total _ 

9, 163 

4, 273 

13,436 

263, 391 

74, 726 

28 

5.56 

Kansas  (5): 

Bourbon _  .  _ 

169 

44 

213 

4, 442 

1.288 

29 

6. 05 

Cherokee  ...  . 

614 

71 

685 

14, 245 

4,020 

28 

5. 87 

Crawford  .  . 

836 

94 

930 

20, 464 

5,  490 

27 

5. 90 

Labette _  . 

541 

109 

650 

12, 804 

3,564 

28 

5. 48 

Wilson  . 

154 

12 

166 

2,907 

882 

30 

5.31 

Total . . 

2,314 

330 

2, 644 

54, 862 

15,244 

28 

5.77 

Kentucky  (44) : 

Adair _  _ 

107 

376 

483 

6, 630 

3. 194 

48 

6.61 

Bath__  ...  _ 

134 

394 

528 

7. 250 

3,520 

49 

6.67 

Bell..  .. 

2,  215 

2, 134 

4,349 

67,  056 

26,  568 

40 

6. 11 

Breathitt _  _  . 

2,  203 

1,762 

3,965 

62,  564 

22,762 

36 

5.74 

Campbell _ 

233 

400 

633 

9,  352 

4, 123 

44 

6.  51 

Carter  .  ..... 

225 

883 

1. 108 

15,  566 

7,880 

51 

7. 11 

Casey _  ...  __  ___ 

185 

650 

835 

11,312 

6,046 

53 

7.24 

<  lark.  ... 

90 

128 

218 

3.  391 

1,401 

41 

6.43 

Clay . . . . 

1,270 

2,749 

4,  019 

57, 898 

25, 846 

45 

6.43 

Clinton ._ 

86 

602 

688 

9,340 

5, 132 

55 

7. 46 

Cumberland _ 

320 

433 

753 

11,154 

4,  965 

45 

6.  59 

Elliott _ 

241 

308 

549 

8,074 

3, 332 

41 

6. 07 

Estill  ... 

346 

622 

968 

14,  580 

6,458 

44 

6.  67 

Floyd _ 

2,601 

2, 975 

5,576 

85,  464 

32, 480 

38 

5. 82 

Harlan... 

2, 452 
603 

3,435 

5,887 

87,  570 

35,  712 

41 

6.  07 

Jackson..  _  _ 

671 

1,  274 

19,  704 

7,432 

38 

5. 83 

Jefferson. . 

2,528 

1,852 

4, 380 

73,  256 

24,  734 

34 

5.  65 

Johnson.. 

772 

1,849 

2,621 

37, 852 

18,  216 

48 

6. 95 

Knott... _ 

2,881 

2,  509 

5,  390 

82,  464 

30,  264 

37 

5.  61 

Knox . . . 

1,  887 

2,527 

4,414 

66,  640 

26,  908 

40 

6. 10 

Laurel _ 

418 

1,  682 
1,198 

2,100 

29, 174 

15,232 

52 

7.25 

Lee  .. 

356 

1,  554 

22,  546 

10,  726 

48 

6.90 

Leslie  _ 

1,  700 

1,702 

3,402 

51,  406 

20,  628 

40 

6. 06 

Letcher  . 

1,624 

2,  068 

3,692 

55,  386 

22,  733 

41 

6. 16 

Lincoln  . .  . 

163 

569 

732 

9,972 

5,442 

55 

7. 43 

Logan  _  _  .. 

176 

348 

524 

7,  754 

3, 335 

43 

6. 36 

McCreary  . . 

603 

1,442 

2,045 

28,  776 

13, 574 

47 

6.  64 

Magoffin  .  _ 

1, 122 

1,941 

3,  063 

44, 322 

19,  616 

44 

6.40 

Martin _ 

1,439 

1,  140 

2,  579 

39. 072 

14,  936 

38 

5.79 

Menifee... 

294 

197 

491 

7, 304 

2,  762 

38 

5.63 

Montgomery  ... 

224 

264 

488 

7, 396 

2, 968 

40 

6.08 

Morgan _ 

665 

776 

1,441 

21, 236 

8,808 

41 

6. 11 

Muhlenburg 

177 

374 

551 

8,668 

3,  894 

45 

7.07 

Owsley. 

497 

868 

1,365 

20,  994 

8,  494 

40 

6.22 

Perry  _ 

3,782 

3,  075 

6,857 

102, 306 

39,  324 

38 

5.73 

Pike. . . 

2,  247 

2,509 

4,  756 

72,  672 

28, 180 

39 

5.93 

Pulaski _ 

445 

1,251 

1,  696 

24,  428 

11,892 

49 

7.01 

Rockcastle.  . 

246 

923 

1,169 

16, 350 

8,592 

53 

7. 35 

Russell . 

81 

637 

718 

9, 370 

5,606 

60 

7.81 

Simpson  . 

72 

190 

262 

3, 875 

1,585 

41 

6.05 

Todd _ 

36 

127 

163 

2,  508 

1,057 

42 

6.48 

Wavne... 

206 

1,  357 

1,563 

20,  344 

11,986 

59 

7.67 

Whitley.. 

852 

1,631 

2, 483 

36,  368 

16,  446 

45 

6.62 

Wolfe _ 

709 

492 

1,201 

18, 900 

7,038 

37 

5.86 

Total . 

39,513  | 

54,  020 

93,  533 
— 

1,  398,  244 

581,827 

42 

6.22 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1 967 — Continued 


Project  area 

Number  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non- 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 
d  illar 
value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Louisiana  (22) : 

Acadia _  _  _  .. 

1,500 

2,  600 

4, 100 

$59,  584 

$27,  718 

47 

$6.  76 

Assumption . . 

302 

1,  512 

1,814 

21,  482 

11,299 

53 

6. 23 

Avoyelles _  _ 

2,392 

5,  774 

8, 166 

117,156 

54,  218 

46 

6.64 

Calcasieu _ _ 

1,  559 

1,403 

2,  962 

43, 155 

18,100 

42 

6,  11 

Caldwell _ 

218 

444 

662 

9.  530 

4,200 

44 

6. 34 

East  Baton  Rouge _ 

507 

1,028 

1,535 

17,  254 

8,618 

50 

5.61 

Evangeline . 

3,814 

5,249 

9,  063 

136,  480 

59,  086 

43 

6. 52 

Franklin. _ _ 

745 

3,525 

4,  270 

53,  558 

28,191 

53 

6.60 

Iberia _  _ 

734 

797 

1,  531 

21,  81,0 

9, 1,88 

42 

6.00 

Iberville _ 

470 

1,  798 

2,268 

27, 030 

12,  900 

46 

5.69 

Jefferson  Davis . . 

688 

500 

1,188 

17,  373 

6,  781 

39 

5. 71 

Lafayette _ _ 

1,  062 

2,  767 

3,  829 

48,  998 

25,  093 

51 

6.  55 

Natchitoches _ 

1, 167 

2,672 

3,  829 

51,  138 

26,  279 

51 

6.84 

Pointe  Coupee _ 

856 

1,901 

2,  757 

37,312 

16,  678 

44 

6. 05 

Red  River _ 

413 

1,641 

2,  054 

25,  400 

13, 145 

52 

6.  40 

Richland _ _ 

484 

3,  148 

3,  632 

42,  484 

24,  214 

57 

6.67 

St.  James _ 

163 

418 

581 

7,482 

3,  327 

44 

5.  73 

St.  John . . 

97 

409 

506 

6,925 

2,  789 

40 

5.  51 

St.  Landry... 

2,101 

10,  052 

12, 153 

156,  424 

82, 122 

52 

6.77 

St.  Martin _  _ 

1,  321 

2,258 

3,  579 

48,  603 

23,  809 

49 

6.  65 

Vermilion. . .  _  _ 

335 

1, 152 

1,487 

19,  517 

9,  991 

51 

6.  72 

Winn .  __  ...  ... 

448 

155 

603 

9, 913 

3,  530 

36 

5.  85 

Total. . .  . 

21,376 

51, 203 

72,  579 

978,  608 

471,  276 

48 

6.49 

Maine  (1): 

Androscoggin _ 

736 

877 

1,613 

30, 110 

9, 642 

32 

5.98 

Maryland  (10): 

Allegheny . 

937 

417 

1,354 

27,  517 

8.  999 

33 

6. 65 

Anne  Arundel.  _  . 

711 

703 

1,  414 

24, 152 

9,070 

38 

6.  41 

Baltimore.. . 

696 

135 

831 

16,  456 

6,  012 

37 

7.23 

Caroline _  _ 

209 

30 

239 

4,682 

1,  647 

35 

6.  89 

Charles . .  .  .. 

154 

31 

185 

2.  664 

996 

37 

5.38 

Dorchester  .  _  .  . 

313 

02 

405 

6, 967 

2,382 

34 

5.  88 

Garrett  _ _ 

356 

330 

686 

13,  530 

4.734 

35 

6.  90 

Prince  Georges  (New).. 

223 

26 

249 

4,154 

1,  621 

39 

6.  51 

Queen  Annes..  ..  .  .  . 

98 

103 

201 

3,124 

1,  157 

37 

5.  76 

Talbot _ _ 

121 

65 

186 

3,096 

1, 124 

36 

6.04 

Total . . . 

3, 818 

1,932 

5,  750 

106,342 

37,  742 

35 

6.  56 

Michigan  (6): 

Gogebic _  _ _ 

686 

371 

1,057 

20,  896 

5,  729 

27 

5.42 

Houghton  . 

800 

790 

1,  590 

31,685 

9,067 

29 

5.70 

Macomb. _ _  .  .. 

2,  316 

563 

2,  879 

59,  674 

17,  007 

2S 

5. 91 

Oakland . . 

5.  024 

738 

5,  762 

111, 161 

29,  267 

26 

5.  08 

St.  Clair  .... 

1,653 

283 

1,936 

34,  005 

9, 196 

27 

4.  74 

Wayne  _ _ 

41,  036 

7,  490 

48,  526 

929,  742 

246,  766 

27 

5.09 

Total _ _  _ _ 

51, 515 

10, 235 

61, 750 

1, 187, 163 

317, 032 

27 

5. 13 

Minnesota  (29): 

Aitkin... . .  .. 

107 

309 

416 

8,479 

2, 800 

33 

6.  73 

Anoka ...  _  ... 

492 

310 

802 

15,  391 

4, 164 

27 

5. 19 

Becker.  .  . . 

259 

741 

1,000 

17,  366 

5,897 

34 

5. 90 

Beltrami. . 

530 

893 

1,423 

25, 192 

8,  041 

32 

5.  65 

Benton.  ..  . .  . 

62 

280 

342 

5,  466 

1,737 

32 

5.  08 

Big  Stone . .  . 

147 

145 

292 

5,690 

1,734 

30 

5.94 

Carlton . .  . 

291 

632 

923 

17,  407 

5,  384 

31 

5.  83 

Chippewa.  .  _ 

49 

79 

128 

2,324 

722 

31 

5.  64 

Crow  Wing.  .  .  ... 

185 

723 

908 

17,  570 

5,  482 

31 

6.  04 

Dakota  _  _.  _ 

497 

224 

721 

14,  267 

3,  770 

26 

5.  23 

Hennepin.  ....... 

5,  567 

2,333 

7,900 

165,  580 

44,  045 

27 

5.  58 

Hubbard.  _ 

81 

499 

580 

10,  216 

3,791 

37 

6.54 

Itasca _  ......  . 

274 

674 

948 

17,898 

5,  621 

31 

5.  93 

Kandiyohi . 

337 

326 

663 

12,810 

3,  895 

30 

5.87 

Koochiching...  _ 

260 

310 

570 

11,235 

3,086 

27 

5.41 

Lac  qui  Parle _ _ 

78 

242 

320 

5,699 

1,810 

32 

5.  66 

Lake _ 

35 

134 

169 

2,914 

954 

33 

5.64 

Otter  Tail _ 

146 

143 

289 

5.792 

1,674 

29 

5.  79 

Pine  ..  -.  _  _  .. 

186 

245 

431 

8,  892 

2,522 

28 

5.85 

Pipestone.. . . . 

45 

96 

141 

2,741 

832 

30 

5.  90 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1 967 — Continued 


Number  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Minnesota— Continued 

Polk _ _ 

249 

351 

600 

$11, 118 

$3, 464 

31 

$5.  77 

Ramsey.  ..... 

6,  238 

2,  305 

8,  543 

176,539 

46,  892 

28 

5.  49 

Renville _ 

174 

133 

307 

5,  327 

1,682 

32 

5.  48 

Roseau.  ..  .  .. 

97 

112 

209 

3,  492 

1. 194 

34 

5.  71 

Stearns . . 

260 

940 

1,200 

20, 196 

6,585 

33 

5.  49 

St.  Louis _ _  . 

4.  294 

3,461 

7.755 

151,  505 

41,907 

28 

5.  40 

Swift _ _  ... 

29 

280 

309 

5,  977 

1,  756 

29 

5.68 

Washington . . . 

327 

98 

426 

8,  081 

2, 152 

27 

5.06 

Wright _ 

103 

159 

262 

4,652 

1,549 

33 

5. 91 

Total _ 

21, 399 

17, 177 

38,  676 

759, 816 

215. 142 

28 

5.58 

Mississippi  (20): 

Attala . .  _ 

612 

2, 132 

2,744 

36, 450 

19, 674 

54 

7.17 

Chickasaw _  . 

672 

1,859 

2,  531 

34;  866 

17, 292 

50 

6. 83 

Clay . . . 

554 

2,810 

3,364 

41, 255 

24,  548 

60 

7.  30 

Coahoma _  .... 

1,249 

9,  426 

10,  675 

134,  730 

72,  502 

54 

6,  79 

De  Soto  (New) . . 

430 

2, 462 

2,892 

37, 031 

20, 969 

57 

7. 25 

Forrest . . 

7S7 

2, 086 

2, 873 

38, 420 

20, 129 

52 

7.  01 

Harrison.. . 

652 

1,591 

2,  243 

30,  992 

15, 866 

51 

7.07 

Jones  _  _ _ 

1,  333 

4, 117 

5, 450 

74, 032 

39, 955 

54 

7. 33 

Leflore  (New) . . 

926 

7,405 

8, 331 

104, 732 

58,428 

56 

7.  01 

Lee _ _ _ 

879 

1,687 

2,  566 

37,  537 

18,  062 

48 

7.04 

Lowndes _ _  . 

826 

2,063 

2,889 

38, 862 

19, 960 

51 

6.  91 

Madison _  _ 

924 

4,735 

5,659 

69, 729 

40, 026 

57 

7.07 

Marion  _ 

472 

637 

1,109 

16, 855 

7,693 

46 

6.94 

Panola.  .  . . 

392 

3, 397 

3, 789 

48,  057 

25, 467 

53 

6.72 

Pike...  _  _  . 

696 

1,403 

2.  099 

29, 342 

15, 340 

52 

7.  31 

Quitman  (New) . . 

431 

4, 415 

4,  846 

61,  550 

32,  528 

53 

6. 71 

Tallahatchie  (New) _ 

1,138 

4,987 

6, 125 

78, 958 

42,  955 

54 

7. 01 

Warren  (New) _ 

633 

690 

1,323 

20, 198 

9,528 

47 

7. 20 

Yalobusha  (New) _ 

527 

572 

1,099 

16, 426 

7,  638 

46 

6.  95 

Yazoo _ 

928 

3,  760 

4,688 

60, 084 

33, 072 

55 

7.05 

Total.. _ _ 

15, 061 

62, 234 

77, 295 

1, 010, 106 

541,632 

54 

7.01 

Missouri  (1): 

St.  Louis  (City) _ 

14, 175 

8,888 

23,063 

371, 649 

156,  659 

42 

6.79 

Montana  (3): 

Cascade _ 

1, 433 

1, 033 

2,  466 

1  45, 573 

'  15, 191 

133 

1  6.16 

Deer  Lodge...  _ 

78 

229 

307 

5,787 

1,701 

29 

5.54 

Silver  Bow _ 

952 

337 

1,289 

26, 470 

7,731 

29 

6.00 

Total _ 

2,463 

1,599 

4,062 

1  77, 830 

1  24, 623 

132 

1  6.06 

Nebraska  (22): 

Boone.. . . . 

49 

26 

75 

1,632 

498 

31 

6.64 

Boyd  (New). . . . 

14 

28 

42 

676 

284 

42 

6.  76 

Buffalo _  _ _ — 

225 

103 

328 

6, 070 

1,843 

30 

5.62 

Clay - 

44 

0 

44 

854 

248 

29 

5.64 

Cuming  (New) _ 

21 

13 

34 

625 

172 

28 

5.06 

Custer..  ...  ...  ..  .. 

173 

45 

218 

4,293 

1,212 

28 

5.56 

Dakota  (New) _  _ 

73 

55 

128 

2,  585 

782 

30 

6.11 

Douglas . .  ._ 

4,765 

2, 189 

6.  954 

134,  350 

46,906 

35 

6.  75 

Franklin _ 

18 

43 

61 

1  1,  200 

1  397 

1  33 

16.  51 

Gage..  ..  _  .. 

111 

50 

101 

3,  606 

958 

26 

5.  95 

Ha'll _ 

175 

154 

329 

5,  543 

1,681 

30 

5.11 

Holt _  _ 

l  35 

1  20 

1  55 

1,118 

334 

30 

*  6. 07 

Keith _  _ _ 

27 

27 

54 

781 

264 

34 

4.89 

Lancaster  ....... 

991 

592 

1,583 

30, 202 

9,610 

32 

6.  07 

Morrill  ...  ...  ... 

51 

36 

87 

1,815 

549 

30 

6.31 

Nemaha  ..  ...  .  . 

66 

56 

122 

2,  475 

719 

29 

5.  89 

Rock  (New) . 

16 

1 

17 

291 

74 

25 

4. 35 

Sarpy. . . . 

106 

218 

324 

4,964 

1,691 

34 

5.  22 

Saunders _ 

98 

161 

259 

4,  368 

1,603 

37 

6. 19 

Scotts  Bluff-Banner 

286 

221 

507 

8,700 

2,  760 

32 

5.44 

Sheridan...  .  _  _ 

27 

56 

83 

1,571 

528 

34 

6.36 

York...  _  _  . 

18 

51 

69 

1,137 

380 

33 

5.  51 

Total _ 

i  7, 389 

i  4, 145 

1 11,534 

1  218, 906 

■  73, 493 

1  34 

16.  37 

i 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25, 
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N umber  of  persons  participating 


Coupons  issued 


Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

New  Jersey  (4) : 

Bergen  (New) . . 

975 

151 

1, 126 

$24,  862 

$6, 001 

24 

$5.33 

Camden  (New) _ 

3,  02f> 

1,005 

4,031 

86,  760 

23,  478 

27 

5.82 

Mercer _  ..  . 

1,768 

2,  690 

4,  368 

84,  327 

23,  820 

28 

5.  45 

Salem.  .  ..  . . 

239 

512 

751 

14,137 

4,  405 

31 

5. 87 

Total _ 

6.008 

4,268 

10, 276 

210,  086 

57,  704 

27 

5.  62 

New  Mexico  (17): 

Chaves _ 

671 

324 

995 

17,  470 

5,  824 

33 

5. 85 

Colfax _  ...  _  _ 

277 

185 

462 

7,898 

2,  953 

37 

6.  39 

Curry.--  .  -  _ 

662 

400 

1,062 

18,153 

6,808 

38 

6.  41 

Eddy . . . 

779 

1,  104 

1,883 

28,  344 

12, 093 

43 

6.42 

Guadalupe  (New) _ 

299 

400 

699 

11,089 

4,  724 

43 

6.76 

l  Harding _ 

31 

94 

125 

1,978 

822 

42 

6.58 

Lea _ 

399 

300 

699 

11,513 

4,535 

39 

6.49 

Mora _  ...  _ 

403 

535 

938 

14,957 

6,  734 

45 

7. 18 

Quay - 

291 

289 

580 

9,110 

3, 902 

43 

6. 73 

Rio  Arriba.. . . . 

1,154 

2,890 

4,044 

61,570 

29, 981 

49 

7.41 

Roosevelt _  _  .. 

283 

673 

956 

13.952 

6,  470 

46 

6. 77 

Sandoval _ _  .  .. 

350 

1,633 

1,983 

27, 631 

16,  213 

59 

8.18 

San  Miguel _ 

1,754 

2,138 

3, 892 

63, 596 

26,879 

42 

6. 90 

Santa  Fe. _  _ 

1,574 

2, 449 

4,  023 

64, 124 

27,978 

44 

6.95 

Taos _ _ _ 

1,047 

1,165 

2, 212 

30,  043 

16,155 

45 

7. 30 

Torrence  (New)...  . 

300 

151 

451 

7,854 

2, 788 

35 

6. 18 

Union _  _ _ 

no 

35 

145 

2, 786 

944 

34 

6. 51 

Total _  _ 

10, 384 

14, 765 

25, 149 

398, 068 

175,803 

44 

6. 99 

New  York  (1)  : 

Erie  Welfare  District.. - 

15, 950 

5,092 

21, 042 

406, 698 

114, 919 

28 

5.46 

North  Carolina  (22): 

Bertie _  _ 

573 

4,032 

4,604 

59,  736 

32, 360 

54 

7.03 

Cabarrus _ ...  _ 

149 

144 

293 

4,  718 

2,112 

45 

7. 21 

Chatham.  ..  . . 

159 

428 

587 

8,744 

4, 252 

49 

7.24 

Chowan _ 

107 

583 

690 

9,  054 

5, 164 

57 

7.48 

Cleveland _ 

470 

184 

654 

10,  444 

3,846 

37 

5.88 

Dare _  ...  _ 

76 

75 

151 

2,706 

992 

37 

6. 57 

Durham _ _  _ _ 

1,186 

661 

1,847 

28,  857 

12,014 

42 

6.50 

Forsyth. . . 

1,889 

541 

2,  430 

39, 864 

14,444 

36 

5. 94 

Franklin _ _ 

474 

1,560 

2,  034 

26,  544 

13.  678 

52 

6.72 

Granville _  . 

110 

805 

915 

11,322 

6.  200 

55 

6.  78 

Halifax  .  . 

901 

3,808 

4,709 

62,  278 

30, 822 

49 

6.69 

Harnett..  _ 

281 

320 

601 

11, 115 

4,  771 

43 

7.94 

Lee  _  _ 

522 

368 

890 

13,  275 

5,  440 

41 

6.11 

Martin _ _ 

441 

2,  534 

2,  975 

38,  558 

20,  396 

53 

6.86 

Moore _  ...  ... 

538 

302 

840 

13, 034 

5,290 

41 

6.30 

Nash . . 

1,  631 

5,  974 

7,  605 

99,618 

52,  816 

53 

6. 94 

New  Hanover...  _ 

607 

270 

877 

15, 119 

5,603 

37 

6. 39 

Northampton _  ... 

474 

1,  615 

2,  089 

26,  666 

13,  934 

52 

6.67 

Orange _ _ _ 

349 

444 

793 

10,  940 

6, 155 

47 

6.50 

Person _ _ _ ... 

367 

593 

960 

12,  894 

6,  222 

48 

6.48 

Scotland . . . 

469 

994 

1,463 

19,  626 

8,640 

44 

5.91 

Surry _ _ 

380 

694 

1, 074 

15,  992 

7,  402 

46 

6.89 

Total _ _ 

12, 153 

26,929 

39, 082 

541, 104 

261, 553 

48 

6.69 

North  Dakota  (1): 

Morton... _ _ 

164 

280 

444 

7,  750 

2,731 

35 

6. 15 

Ohio  (33): 

Allen _ _  . 

923 

230 

1, 153 

21, 545 

7, 166 

33 

6.22 

Ashland . . 

127 

42 

169 

3,  212 

1, 026 

32 

6.07 

Athens...  .  _ _ 

967 

332 

1,299 

24, 614 

8,659 

35 

6.67 

Belmont  (New) _ 

908 

208 

1,116 

22,  602 

7, 692 

34 

6.89 

Carroll  (New) _ 

99 

61 

160 

2,949 

1,043 

35 

6. 52 

Clark...  . 

866 

571 

1.437 

27, 330 

8,904 

33 

6.20 

Clermont . . . 

1,882 

1.066 

2, 948 

55,  764 

18, 303 

33 

6. 21 

Columbiana . . . 

540 

686 

1,226 

23,  762 

8, 055 

34 

6. 57 

Coshocton  (New)..  ... 

97 

16 

113 

2,313 

711 

31 

6.29 

Cuyahoga . . 

58,  621 

4, 647 

63, 268 

1, 188, 182 

414, 238 

35 

6. 55 

,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1967 — Continued 


N  umber  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Ohio— Continued 

Franklin,-  -  _ _ 

15, 263 

1,700 

16, 963 

$299, 325 

$106, 309 

36 

$6.27 

Guernsey  (New) . 

507 

187 

694 

13, 492 

4,  658 

35 

6.  71 

Hamilton . 

21,115 

6,345 

27,  460 

511,847 

171,417 

33 

6.24 

Harrison . 

156 

82 

238 

4,  488 

1,574 

35 

6.  61 

Holmes .  . . 

97 

17 

114 

2,  434 

772 

32 

6. 77 

J  efferson . . . - 

1,226 

489 

1,715 

34,468 

12,060 

35 

7.  03 

Knox _  _ 

107 

75 

182 

3,834 

1,188 

31 

6.53 

Lake _  ,  _ 

363 

67 

430 

8,802 

2,  684 

30 

6.24 

Lawrence _ 

2,211 

1,166 

3,377 

64,246 

23.838 

37 

7.06 

Lorain . . 

2.186 

814 

3,000 

56, 969 

20, 163 

35 

6.72 

Lucas _ _ _ 

14,  681 

1,994 

16,  675 

313, 970 

108, 167 

34 

6.  49 

Mahoning _  _ 

4,222 

2,  590 

6,812 

109, 835 

36, 809 

34 

5.  40 

Monroe  (New) . . 

543 

158 

701 

13, 148 

4,674 

36 

6.67 

Morgan . . . . 

146 

154 

30(1 

5,159 

1,739 

34 

5.80 

Montgomery  ,  _  . 

7,304 

1,238 

8,542 

1,917 

159,280 

56, 872 

36 

H.  66 

Richland _ _ 

1,238 

679 

26, 198 

9,  626 

37 

5.02 

Scioto _ 

3,  572 

996 

4,568 

84,904 

29, 988 

35 

6.56 

Stark. _ _ _ _ 

2,  424 

1,042 

3, 466 

67, 961 

23, 093 

34 

6.66 

Summit,  _ _ 

8,  921 

1,298 

10,210 

188, 449 

64,  501 

34 

6.  31 

Trumbull ...  .  . 

2,  219 

711 

2,930 

56,  508 

19,  463 

34 

6.64 

Tuscarawas.  _ 

747 

177 

924 

18,  070 

6, 246 

35 

6.  76 

Washington  _ _ 

357 

238 

595 

11,383 

3,834 

34 

6.44 

Wayne _  _ 

252 

69 

321 

6,775 

2, 196 

32 

6.84 

Total . . . . . 

154, 887 

30, 145 

185, 032 

3,433,809 

1,187,668 

32 

6.42 

Oregon  (1): 

Multnomah _ 

9,100 

2,288 

11,388 

203,994 

58,358 

29 

5. 12 

Pennsylvania  (29): 

Allegheny _ 

42, 940 

8,328 

51,268 

967,379 

296, 725 

31 

5.79 

Armstrong  (New).  ... 

1.014 

366 

1,380 

22,  064 

6.991 

32 

5.07 

Blair  (New).  . 

1,976 

1,555 

795 

2,771 

47,  500 

14,  650 
12,889 

31 

5.29 

Bradford _ 

1,712 

2, 267 

38, 988 

33 

5.  69 

Cambria _  _ 

4, 404 

1,440 

5, 844 

118,008 

37,387 

32 

6.40 

Clarion  (New) _ 

676 

248 

924 

18,  562 

5,  708 

31 

6.18 

Clearfield _ 

2, 187 

979 

3,166 

55,368 

17,964 

32 

5.  67 

Clinton..  _  . 

534 

247 

781 

13,  437 

4,196 

31 

5.  37 

Crawford  (New).  _ 

961 

324 

1,285 

23,  308 

7,325 

31 

5.  70 

Dauphin _  ... 

3,131 

431 

3,562 

60, 330 

17,  517 

29 

4.92 

Fayette...  _ 

12, 192 

2,064 

14, 256 

263, 161 

81,649 

31 

5.73 

Greene.  .  . 

1,870 

708 

2,  578 

41,771 

13,  813 

33 

5.36 

Huntingdon _  ... 

1,075 

419 

1,494 

27,  896 

9,  018 

32 

6.04 

Indiana... . . 

1,814 

659 

2,473 

34,  531 

11,555 

33 

4.67 

Jefferson  (New) _ 

1,088 

456 

1,544 

29,  079 

9,  533 

33 

6.17 

Lackawanna . 

4,469 

2,392 

6,861 

126,  815 

40,  970 

32 

5.  97 

Luzerne . . 

6,039 

3,066 

9,105 

167,127 

54,637 

33 

6.00 

McKean... 

1,025 

430 

1,455 

25,  742 

8,  079 

31 

5.  55 

Mifflin,  ...  _  _ 

696 

197 

893 

14,  545 

4,629 

32 

5.18 

Northumberland .. . 

1,379 

746 

2,125 

37,  659 

11,776 

31 

5.54 

Philadelphia.  ... 

36,  710 

12, 816 

49,  526 

823,  855 

275,  020 

33 

5.55 

Potter.  ...  . 

410 

213 

623 

10,  270 
57,  362 

3,  324 
18, 440 

32 

Somerset.  . 

2, 143 

1,063 

3,206 

32 

5.75 

Sullivan . . 

107 

63 

170 

3,  072 

970 

32 

5.71 

Susquehanna  _  . 

571 

303 

874 

12,406 

4,028 

32 

4.61 

Tioga _ _ 

771 

552 

1,323 

22,  269 

7,467 

34 

5.64 

Verango  (New) _ _ 

1,061 

411 

1,472 

25, 460 

7,717 

30 

5.24 

W  ashington _ 

4,447 

1,596 

6,  043 

106, 167 

34,  605 

33 

5.  73 

Wyoming . . 

202 

105 

307 

6,136 

1,935 

32 

6.  30 

Total  _ ... 

137, 447 

42, 129 

179, 576 

3, 200, 267 

1,  020,  517 

32 

5.68 

Rhode  Island  (4): 

Central  Falls  (City) _ 

3,626 

451 

4,077 

91,060 

25, 877 

28 

6.  35 

Pawtucket  (City) _ 

Providence  (City). 

(2) 

8,741 

(2) 

687 

(2) 

9, 428 

(2) 

194,  820 

(2) 

57, 322 

29 

6.08 

Woonsocket  (City) _ 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

Total _ 

12, 367 

1,138 

13,  505 

285, 880 

83,199 

29 

6.16 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1 967 — Continued 


N umber  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

South  Carolina  (8): 

Beaufort  (New) . 

322 

116 

438 

$4, 872 

$2, 736 

56 

$6.25 

Cherokee _ 

126 

295 

421 

6.238 

3, 144 

50 

7. 47 

Dillon _ _ _ 

229 

4,816 

5,045 

60,  296 

37, 540 

62 

7.44 

Edgefield _ _ _  - 

96 

577 

673 

9, 172 

4,792 

52 

7. 12 

Lee _ _ 

201 

3,504 

3,705 

43,  284 

27,  791 

64 

7.50 

McCormick . 

106 

692 

798 

10.  540 

5,  756 

55 

7.  21 

Williamsburg _ 

456 

6, 446 

6,902 

86,310 

50,  530 

59 

7.32 

York . .  . 

204 

930 

1,134 

15,  466 

8,364 

54 

7. 38 

Total. . . 

1,740 

17, 376 

19, 116 

236, 178 

140,  653 

60 

7.36 

Tennessee  (38): 

Anderson  . .  ..  .  - 

621 

1,949 

2, 570 

37,  278 

17, 980 

48 

7.00 

Bledsoe _  _ 

189 

351 

540 

8,232 

3,666 

45 

6.  79 

Campbell _ 

628 

3, 276 

3,  904 

56, 136 

29, 780 

53 

7.62 

Cannon . . . . 

46 

237 

283 

3,858 

1,901 

49 

6.  72 

Chester .  . 

164 

230 

394 

6,  275 

2,  365 

38 

6.00 

Claiborne _ 

601 

1,909 

2,510 

34, 917 

17,  869 

51 

7.12 

Cocke.. .  . . 

196 

904 

1, 100 

15, 138 

7,  884 

52 

7.17 

Dyer - 

446 

2,417 

2, 863 

40,  161 

20,  311 

51 

7.09 

Fayette . . 

118 

6, 128 

6,246 

76,  424 

46,  424 

61 

7.43 

Fentress _ _  _ _ 

144 

919 

1,063 

14.  829 

7.  478 

50 

7.03 

Grundy . .  .  . 

217 

542 

759 

11,  232 

5,  536 

49 

7.29 

Hamilton . 

2, 496 

3,284 

5,  780 

88,  076 

35,  548 

40 

6. 15 

Hancock..  .  _  _ 

204 

897 

1.  161 

16, 196 

8,506 

53 

7.33 

Hardeman . . 

260 

2,818 

3,  078 

38,  890 

21,014 

54 

6.  82 

Hardin _  .  . 

301 

890 

1, 191 

18,  922 

8, 108 

43 

6.81 

Haywood . . 

263 

6,953 

7,216 

88,  583 

50,  679 

57 

7.02 

Henry _ _ 

139 

223 

362 

6.  474 

2,208 

34 

6. 10 

Knox  .  .  .  ..  . 

1,043 

2,  648 

3,691 

57,  444 

25,  270 

44 

6. 85 

Lake... . . 

234 

1,576 

1,810 

21,670 

13,  078 

60 

7.23 

Lauderdale _  _ _ 

323 

3,  902 

4,225 

55,  642 

30,  682 

55 

7.26 

Lawrence _ 

173 

467 

640 

10,  297 

4,257 

41 

6.  65 

Macon . .  .. 

76 

186 

262 

4,404 

1,832 

42 

6.99 

Marion . .  .. 

406 

1,  229 

1,635 

24,  001 

11, 174 

47 

6.83 

McNairy _ _ _ 

395 

980 

1,375 

22,112 

9,  854 

45 

7.17 

Meigs . .  . . 

43 

186 

229 

3,  124 

1,551 

50 

6.77 

Morgan _  ...  ... 

284 

1,107 

1,391 

19,  344 

10,  224 

53 

7. 35 

Pickett _  .  ... 

50 

253 

303 

4,  044 

2,  222 

55 

7. 33 

Rutherford _  .  .  .. 

302 

471 

773 

10,  025 

4,  553 

45 

5.89 

Scott _ _ _ 

729 

2, 338 

3,067 

45,  596 

21.  122 

46 

6. 89 

Sequatchie  .  .  ... 

124 

195 

319 

4, 154 

1,706 

41 

5. 35 

Sevier .  . 

109 

309 

418 

6,  232 

3,  044 

49 

7.  28 

Shelby _  ..  -  .. 

4, 064 

5,983 

10,  047 

144,  430 

56,  797 

39 

5.65 

Smith  ...  _ _ 

79 

286 

365 

5,  627 

2,  529 

45 

6.93 

Sumner _  _ 

134 

474 

608 

8,  461 

4,249 

50 

6.  99 

Tipton _  _ _ 

168 

5,192 

5,  360 

63,  518 

39,  012 

61 

7.28 

Trousdale _  .  ..  .. 

22 

165 

187 

2,  598 

1,248 

48 

6.67 

Weakley _  .  .  - 

138 

242 

380 

6,  252 

2,  508 

40 

6.  60 

Wilson _  ...  .  .. 

82 

222 

304 

4,  306 

1,975 

46 

6.  50 

Total _ _  .  . 

16. 071 

62, 338 

78, 409 

1, 084, 902 

536, 144 

49 

6.  84 

Texas  (2): 

El  Paso. 

i  1,011 

i  2, 200 

■  3, 211 

44,  397 

21,802 

49 

>  6. 79 

Tarrant.  _ 

1  2,  504 

i  3, 242 

i  5, 746 

93,941 

39, 362 

42 

>  6.  85 

Total _ _ 

i  3, 515 

i  5,  442 

i  8, 957 

138, 338 

61,164 

44 

>  6.83 

Utah  (20): 

Beaver  (New) _ 

30 

0 

30 

762 

216 

28 

7. 20 

Box  Elder.  _ _ 

113 

17 

130 

2.  636 

840 

32 

6.  46 

Cache. .  .  .  .  . 

179 

120 

299 

6,209 

2,213 

36 

7.  40 

Carbon _  . 

240 

46 

286 

5,697 

1,704 

30 

5.  96 

Davis _  ..  _ 

394 

49 

443 

8, 108 

2,900 

36 

6.  55 

Emerv... . 

110 

6 

116 

2,538 

720 

28 

6.  21 

Garfield...  ._  ..... 

84 

15 

99 

2,  057 

612 

30 

6. 18 

Iron  (New)..  _ _ 

62 

0 

52 

1,226 

332 

27 

6.  38 

Juab . . . . . 

53 

6 

59 

1,384 

394 

28 

6.68 

Kane..  ...  ..  ..  _ 

21 

9 

30 

620 

184 

30 

6.13 

Millard..  ... 

69 

6 

75 

1,6.54 

468 

28 

6.24 

Morgan . . 

18 

0 

18 

384 

120 

31 

6.67 

Piute _  .  .  _ 

53 

2 

55 

1,224 

352 

29 

6. 40 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  25. 
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Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1967 — Continued 


Number  of  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

Utah— Continued 

Rich _ 

7 

2 

9 

$216 

$60 

28 

$6.67 

Sanpete  __  _ 

270 

23 

293 

6, 374 

1,885 

30 

6.43 

Sevier _ 

143 

15 

158 

3,310 

968 

29 

6.  13 

Utah _ _  .. 

1,364 

108 

1,472 

28,  938 

9,649 

33 

6.56 

Washington  (New) _ 

119 

13 

132 

2,947 

851 

29 

6.45 

Wayne _ 

14 

0 

14 

328 

88 

27 

6.29 

Weber.. _ _ 

1,855 

170 

2,025 

39, 970 

13,  027 

33 

6.43 

Total _ 

5, 188 

607 

5,795 

116, 582 

37,583 

32 

6.49 

Vermont  (1): 

St.  Albans  Welfare 

District..  _ 

474 

1,425 

1,899 

33, 302 

10, 663 

32 

5.62 

Virginia  (7) : 

Bristol  (City) _ 

358 

507 

865 

13, 326 

5,732 

43 

6.63 

Chesapeake  (City) _ 

637 

512 

1,149 

18,  646 

7,785 

42 

6.78 

Danville  (City) _ 

259 

148 

407 

6,038 

2,176 

36 

5.35 

Dickenson _ 

595 

1,748 

2,343 

33, 294 

16,  768 

50 

7.16 

Lee _ 

894 

1,233 

2,127 

31,458 

14,  678 

47 

6.90 

Norfolk . . . 

3,088 

1,194 

4,282 

67,  530 

22, 323 

33 

5.  21 

Wise _ 

471 

1,537 

2,008 

28, 618 

14, 826 

52 

7.38 

Total _ 

6, 302 

6,879 

13, 181 

198, 910 

84,288 

42 

6.39 

Washington  (23): 

Adams _ 

118 

54 

172 

■  3, 164 

i  1, 139 

136 

1  6.  62 

Asotin _ 

305 

37 

342 

i  6, 840 

i  2, 052 

130 

1  6.  00 

Benton 

975 

294 

1, 269 

>  21, 879 

i  6, 345 

1  29 

15. 00 

Clallam _ 

447 

247 

694 

i  13, 650 

i  4, 095 

1  30 

15.  90 

Clark _ 

1,478 

310 

1,788 

'  38, 407 

i  10, 370 

•27 

15.  80 

Columbia _ _ 

59 

20 

79 

1  1, 432 

1444 

131 

15.  62 

Cowlitz _ 

872 

406 

1, 278 

i  26, 078 

1  8, 345 

132 

*  6.53 

Franklin 

514 

87 

631 

i  13, 343 

1  4, 003 

1  30 

1&66 

Garfield. . . . . 

17 

16 

33 

i  707 

1  198 

1  28 

16.00 

Gray’s  Harbor _ 

1,255 

455 

1,710 

1  32,  727 

i  9,  491 

1  29 

1  5.  55 

Jefferson _ 

185 

22 

207 

i  4,  270 

>  1, 153 

127 

15.  57 

Kitsap _ 

1,  022 

209 

1,231 

i  25,  585 

1  7, 164 

■28 

15.82 

Klickitat _ _ 

176 

72 

248 

1  5,  o75 

1  1, 505 

1  28 

1  6.07 

Lewis _ 

875 

333 

1,208 

1  27, 178 

1  7,  610 

1  28 

1  6. 30 

Lincoln _ 

57 

19 

76 

i  1,  657 

‘  464 

128 

1  6. 10 

Mason _ 

230 

66 

296 

1  5,  327 

1  1,  545 

129 

1  5.  22 

Pacific...  _ 

332 

79 

411 

1  8,  903 

2  2, 404 

1  27 

1  5.  85 

Skamania _ 

125 

151 

276 

'  4, 140 

1  1, 325 

>32 

14. 80 

Thruston _ 

1,332 

158 

1, 490 

l  27, 564 

1  7,  718 

■28 

i  5. 18 

Wahkiakum _ 

27 

13 

40 

i  873 

1262 

130 

i  6.  55 

Walla  Walla _ 

882 

216 

1,098 

'  22, 039 

1  6, 171 

1  28 

1  5.  62 

Whitman _ 

102 

126 

228 

i  4,  520 

1  1,311 

1  29 

1  5.  75 

Y  akima _ 

5,080 

963 

6,043 

1  118, 781 

1  33,  264 

128 

15. 60 

Total _ _ 

16, 465 

4,353 

20, 818 

i  414, 439 

118, 378 

29 

5.69 

West  Virginia  (40): 

Barbour _ _ 

806 

326 

1,132 

19, 746 

8,476 

43 

7. 49 

Boone _ 

2,798 

375 

3, 173 

56, 882 

22, 376 

39 

7.05 

Braxton _ 

1,379 

259 

1,  638 

28, 444 

11, 900 

42 

7.  26 

Cabell . . 

1, 893 

263 

2, 156 

40,  738 

15, 162 

37 

7.03 

Calhoun _ 

756 

110 

866 

14,  782 

6,164 

42 

7.12 

Clay _ 

1,481 

491 

1,972 

34, 010 

14, 548 

43 

7.38 

Doddridge . . 

255 

70 

325 

5, 438 

2,430 

45 

7.48 

Fayette _ _ 

4, 859 

1,500 

6,359 

109, 970 

45, 750 

42 

7. 19 

Gilmer _ _ _ 

593 

183 

776 

13, 426 

5,636 

42 

7.26 

Greenbrier _  .  . 

1, 299 

515 

1,814 

30, 886 

13, 426 

43 

7. 40 

Harrison _ 

688 

516 

1,204 

20, 328 

9, 020 

44 

7. 49 

Jackson . . 

788 

198 

986 

17, 246 

7, 056 

41 

7. 16 

Kanwaha . . . 

7,  699 

1,572 

9,271 

163, 972 

66,  782 

41 

7.20 

Lewis _ _  ... 

664 

162 

826 

14, 050 

6,082 

43 

7.36 

Lincoln...  .  .  ... _ 

3,  496 

434 

3,930 

09, 712 

28,030 

40 

7.13 

Logan _  .  _ 

5, 755 

620 

6,375 

112, 320 

44, 282 

39 

6.95 

Marion  . . 

934 

329 

1,263 

22,  662 

9, 056 

40 

7.17 

Mason.  _ 

535 

298 

833 

14, 086 

6,298 

45 

7. 56 

McDowell _  _ 

7,067 

1,335 

8,402 

147, 214 

58,  216 

40 

6. 93 

Mercer _ ...  . . 

3,  201 

623 

3,  824 

69,  752 

27,760 

40 

7.26 

Mingo _ 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  tab 

6,472 
le,  p.  25. 

922 

7,394 

130, 614 

51, 414 

39 

6.95 

FOOD  STAMP  APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZATION 


25 


Food  stamp  program — Participation  and  coupon  value,  by  project  area,  February 

1 967 — Continued 


N umber  o f  persons  participating 

Coupons  issued 

Project  area 

Public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Non¬ 

public 

assist¬ 

ance 

Total 

Total 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

dollar 

value 

Bonus 

of 

total 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Average 
dollar 
bonus  per 
person 

West  Virginin— Continued 
Monongalia- . . . 

504 

224 

728 

$12, 960 

$5,458 

42 

$7.50 

Monroe .  . 

746 

133 

879 

15, 438 

6,248 

40 

7.11 

Nicholas .  . 

1, 115 

637 

1,752 

30, 176 

13, 176 

44 

7. 52 

Pendelton. _ _ 

261 

84 

345 

5,  846 

2, 592 

44 

7.51 

Pocahontas.  _ _ 

450 

64 

514 

9,  214 

3,708 

40 

7.21 

Preston _ 

602 

196 

798 

13, 938 

5, 896 

42 

7.  39 

Putnam . 

650 

186 

836 

14,  604 

6, 274 

43 

7.  50 

Raleigh _  .  _ 

3, 889 

1,163 

5, 052 

90,  300 

36,  740 

41 

7.27 

Randolph _  _ 

1,213 

217 

1,430 

25, 076 

10, 002 

40 

6.99 

Roane.. . . 

1,025 

183 

1,208 

20,  678 

8, 630 

42 

7.  14 

Summers _ _ 

1,583 

536 

2,119 

36,  532 

15, 692 

43 

7.41 

Taylor _ 

345 

150 

495 

8,630 

3,590 

42 

7.  25 

Tucker _ 

221 

34 

255 

4,698 

1,924 

41 

7.  55 

Upshur _ _  _ 

692 

238 

930 

16, 434 

6,  676 

41 

7. 18 

Wayne _ 

4,773 

615 

5,  388 

94,  516 

38,  260 

40 

7. 10 

Webster . . . 

1,  562 

274 

1,836 

32,  668 

13, 210 

40 

7. 19 

Wirt _ _ _ 

118 

58 

176 

3,040 

1, 366 

45 

7.76 

Wood..  _ _ _ 

745 

367 

1, 112 

19,  954 

8,  686 

43 

7.72 

Wyoming _ 

2,644 

624 

3,  268 

57,  742 

23,628 

41 

7. 23 

Total _ 

76,  556 

17, 084 

93,  640 

1,  648, 722 

671,  520 

41 

7.17 

Wisconsin  (18): 

Burnett _ 

154 

104 

258 

4,  575 

1,398 

31 

5.42 

Crawford _ 

175 

288 

463 

8,202 

2,821 

34 

6.09 

Door  (New) _ 

107 

99 

206 

3,  557 

1, 101 

31 

5.  34 

Douglas _ 

836 

871 

1,  707 

31, 129 

10,  493 

34 

6. 15 

Dunn _ _ 

195 

376 

571 

8,083 

2,705 

33 

4.  74 

Grant _ 

306 

180 

486 

9, 269 

2,738 

30 

5.63 

Iron _ _ _ 

49 

130 

179 

3,  649 

1,038 

29 

5.  80 

Kewaunee  (New) _ 

28 

15 

43 

842 

244 

29 

5.  67 

Lafayette _ 

99 

118 

217 

3,657 

1,239 

34 

5.  71 

Langlade _ 

187 

659 

846 

14, 332 

4,722 

33 

5.58 

Milwaukee _ ... _ 

12,  059 

2,900 

14,  959 

253,  728 

75,  751 

30 

5.  06 

Pepin _ 

138 

60 

198 

3,  608 

1,034 

29 

5.  22 

Pierce _ _ 

1,138 

112 

250 

4,  305 

1,  308 

30 

5.23 

Price _ 

137 

487 

624 

11,  509 

3,  860 

34 

6. 19 

Rusk.  _ 

222 

275 

497 

10, 367 

3,  250 

31 

6.  54 

St.  Croix _ ... 

72 

89 

161 

2, 803 

844 

30 

5.24 

Vernon _  . 

176 

183 

359 

6,411 

2,090 

33 

5.  82 

Waukesha _  .  ... 

599 

406 

1, 005 

16,  318 

5,  758 

35 

5.73 

Total _ 

15,  677 

7,352 

23, 029 

396,  244 

122,  394 

31 

5.  31 

Wyoming  (23): 

Albany _ 

117 

155 

272 

4,  664 

1,603 

34 

5.89 

Big  Horn _  . 

214 

293 

507 

8,  741 

3, 109 

36 

6. 13 

Campbell _ 

80 

26 

106 

1,808 

680 

38 

6.42 

Carbon  _  . 

398 

312 

710 

11,793 

4,  412 

37 

216. 

Converse _ 

91 

40 

131 

2,054 

748 

36 

5. 71 

Crook...  _ _  . 

6 

5 

11 

248 

80 

32 

7. 27 

Fremont _ _ 

150 

142 

292 

5,675 

1,885 

33 

6.46 

Goshen .  _ _ 

234 

79 

313 

6,141 

1,846 

30 

5.  90 

Hot  Springs _ _ 

70 

43 

113 

2,  024 

640 

32 

5. 66 

Johnson _ 

59 

28 

87 

1,557 

467 

30 

5.  39 

Laramie _ 

775 

334 

1,109 

19, 719 

6,  303 

32 

5.  68 

Lincoln _ 

30 

11 

41 

890 

240 

27 

5.  85 

Natrona _ 

787 

526 

1,313 

23, 196 

8,596 

37 

6.  55 

Niobrara . . 

27 

39 

66 

1,  362 

424 

31 

6.42 

Park . . 

181 

92 

273 

4,564 

1,470 

32 

5.  38 

Platte _ 

95 

76 

171 

3,152 

980 

31 

5.  73 

Sheridan _ 

412 

107 

519 

10,  407 

3, 131 

30 

6.  03 

Sublette _  .  - - 

22 

42 

64 

1,  160 

516 

44 

8.06 

Sweetwater . 

307 

147 

454 

7, 937 

2,  963 

37 

6.  53 

Teton _ 

14 

0 

14 

322 

80 

25 

6.71 

Uinta _ 

25 

6 

31 

757 

197 

26 

6.35 

Washakie _ _ 

180 

99 

279 

4,582 

1,568 

34 

5. 62 

Weston _ 

44 

103 

147 

2, 522 

1,082 

43 

7.36 

Total _ 

4,318 

2,  705 

7,023 

125, 275 

43, 020 

34 

6.13 

Grand  total  (645) _ 

i  959, 990 

i  597, 073 

1  1,  557,  063  [ 

>26,  409, 959 

l 9, 559, 675 

136 

>6.14 

1  Estimates. 

s  Combined  with  Central  Falls,  R.I. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  But  today,  I  do  not  want  to  dwell  on  the  de¬ 
tails  of  program  operations  or  statistics.  Rather,  I  want  to  review  the 
broad  place  and  purpose  of  the  program  in  the  whole  range  of  activities 
for  which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  responsible. 

This  program  is  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  because  it  is  a 
farm  and  food  program. 

It  provides  increased  outlets  for  our  food  surpluses  and  helps  raise 
farm  income.  Here,  I  do  not  refer  to  food  surpluses  in  the  narrow  sense 
of  the  commodities  we  have  under  loan  or  in  inventory  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  Rather,  I  refer  to  the  excess  capacity  our 
farmers  have  to  produce  food — the  food  they  could  produce  to  their 
economic  benefit,  if  the  markets  were  available.  And  a  larger  market 
is  available — it  is  the  need  for  better  diets  among  our  low-income 
families.  In  effect — through  the  food  stamp  program — this  committee 
and  the  whole  Congress  are  building  a  bridge  between  those  of  our 
farmers  who  need  larger  markets  and  our  poor  families  who  need 
more  and  better  food. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  will  recall  that  we  undertook  a  careful  3-year 
test  of  this  program  before  we  asked  the  Congress  to  provide  continu¬ 
ing  authority  for  it.  During  that  test,  we  carefully  studied  its  results 
to  determine  if,  as  a  farm  program,  we  would  get  the  results  we 
expected. 

Those  studies  dramatically  demonstrated  the  effectiveness  of  the 
food  stamp  approach. 

Farm  markets  were  expanded.  A  study  in  Detroit  showed  that  food 
stamp  families  bought:  37  percent  more  meat,  32  percent  more  poultry, 
67  percent  more  fresh  fruit,  60  percent  more  fresh  vegetables,  80 
percent  more  fluid  milk. 

I  could  go  on — these  food  stamp  families  used  more  grains — even 
though  we  had  been  donating  cereal  products  to  them  before  the  food 
stamp  program  started. 

If  we  want  to  enlarge  domestic  markets  for  grains,  the  best  way 
to  do  it  is  to  make  it  possible  for  low-income  families  to  buy  more 
livestock  products.  And  the  food  stamp  program  does  that. 

That  Detroit  study  showed  that — with  the  same  amount  of  Federal 
subsidiary — the  food  stamp  program  has  a  greater  impact  on  farm 
income  than  does  the  direct  donation  of  surplus  foods. 

The  level  of  food  consumption  obtained  among  low-income  families 
in  Detroit — when  we  were  providing  surplus  foods — provided  a  return 
of  $1.75  per  person  per  week  to  the  farmer.  Under  the  stamp  program, 
the  farmer’s  share  increased  to  $2.01 — a  15-percent  increase. 

Its  successes  as  a  farm  program  have  been  paralleled  by  its  success 
as  a  food  program. 

It  is  a  very  valuable  supplement  to  the  restricted  food  budgets  of 
our  low-income  families.  It  means  more  meat,  more  milk,  more  poultry, 
more  fruits  and  vegetables  for  the  food  stamp  family.  And  these  are 
the  protective  foods  that  make  for  better  diets  and  improved  health 

Our  files  are  full  of  unsolicited  reports  from  families  concerning 
what  the  food  stamp  program  has  meant  to  them.  Let  me  quote  from 
an  article  that  appeared  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of  September  30, 
1966: 

“But  I  can’t  raise  a  family  of  young-uns  on  throe  days  work  and  $3o  a  week.” 

So  Mr.  Collins,  who  has  spent  his  whole  life  here  in  the  Cumberland  Mountains, 
counts  heavily  on  help  from  Federal  food  stamps  that  can  be  used  like  cash  at 
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the  grocery  store.  Gesturing  at  his  neatly-dressed  eight-year-old  boy,  he  says: 
“This  one  would  still  be  eating  bread  and  gravy  for  breakfast  instead  of  eggs, 
milk  and  cereal  if  it  weren’t  for  those  food  stamps.” 

The  food  stamp  program  has  been  well  administered.  There  have 
been  no  scandals.  There  has  been  no  evidence  of  poor  administration. 

And  again  I  would  acknowledge  the  contribution  of  this  committee 
in  developing  the  basic  framework  of  the  program — as  set  forth  in 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964.  Among  other  things,  this  committee 
developed  amendments  to  our  original  bill  that  more  clearly  and 
precisely  defined  program  eligibility  and  that  more  precisely  estab¬ 
lished  the  responsibility  of  States  for  proper  program  administration. 
Those  amendments  have  stood  the  “test  of  time”  and  actual  operating 
experience. 

Finally,  the  program  has  acted  as  a  stimulus  to  the  entire  economy 
of  the  community.  The  extra  dollars  that  move  into  food  stamp  com¬ 
munities  increase  retail  food  sales  by  an  average  of  8  percent,  according 
to  studies.  The  retailer  buys  more  food  from  the  local  wholesaler — 
many  retailers  report  that  they  hire  extra  help,  et  cetera.  So,  these 
(extra  dollars  turn  around  many  times  in  the  local  community. 

Again,  let  me  quote  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  article: 

“My  grocery  business  is  like  the  old  days  when  the  coal  mines  were  booming,” 
says  Merlin  D.  Smith  who  has  run  a  country  store  in  the  county  for  20  years. 

As  always,  there  are  some  misunderstandings  about  a  new  program. 

First,  there  is  some  misunderstanding  about  the  role  of  State  and 
local  governments  and  the  control  they  excercise. 

It  is  a  cooperative  Federal-State-local  program.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  cannot  put  a  single  program  into  operation  anywhere. 
The  States  and  localities  must  request  it.  In  fact,  it’s  a  100  percent 
voluntary  program — for  the  States,  for  the  localities,  for  the  retail 
stores,  and  for  the  family  it  is  designed  to  help. 

The  States  set  the  eligibility  standards  and  each  family  is  certified 
by  the  local  office  of  the  State  welfare  agencies.  The  States  and 
localities  determine  how  and  where  the  coupons  are  to  be  sold  to 
participating  families.  And  they  must  finance  almost  all  of  those 
certification  and  issuance  costs. 

Second,  there  is  a  misunderstanding  that  the  food  stamp  program 
permits  States  to  evade  then-  responsibilities  for  the  basic  public 
^assistance  or  general  relief  of  the  poor. 

Families  must  continue  to  spend  then-  own  money  for  food — even 
though  the  families  were  getting  their  income  from  a  public  assistance 
or  local  relief  grant.  That  is  why  we  have  a  minimum  purchase 
requirement — even  for  the  family  with  very  low  and  irregular  income. 
It  has  been  traditional  for  community  resources — either  public  or 
private — to  help  families  who  find  themselves  in  a  short-term  emer¬ 
gency.  Thus,  when  we  put  a  food  stamp  program  into  an  area,  we 
expect  those  community  resources  to  finance  the  minimum  purchase 
requirements  for  the  family  in  an  emergency. 

So,  the  States  and  localities  must  continue  to  carry  out  their  basic 
responsibilities  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.  They  cannot  use  the  food 
stamp  program  as  a  back-door  method  of  shifting  that  responsibility 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Third,  some  have  felt  that  the  States  should  finance  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  free  coupons  so  that  they  may  exercise  proper  control 
of  the  program. 
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If  this  change  is  made  in  the  program,  then  most  of  the  States  will 
likely  end  their  participation  in  the  program,  and  go  back  to  the 
distribution  of  surplus  foods. 

1.  States  continue  to  have  serious  difficulty  providing  sufficient 
funds  to  support  their  own  public  welfare  programs.  Some 
States — particularly  the  lower  income  States — are  not  now  taking 
full  advantage  of  available  Federal  public  assistance  funds 
because  thej^  have  not  been  able  to  raise  the  tax  funds  required. 

2.  Major  efforts  are  being  made  both  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  States  to  upgrade  the  level  of  welfare  assistance  to 
provide  more  adequately  for  the  needs  of  the  Nation’s  needy 
families.  These  efforts  will  further  tax  available  financial  re¬ 
sources  within  the  States  between  now  and  the  time  States  would 
be  asked  to  assume  cost-sharing  responsibility  for  the  food  stamp 
program. 

3.  Welfare  programs  must  provide  for  many  pressing  needs 
of  poor  families  in  addition  to  better  nutrition  through  increased 
food  consumption.  The  States’  welfare  programs  must  provideill 
for  all  the  needs  of  their  needy  families  and  State  resources  must*| 
be  effectively  allocated  to  that  end.  In  fact,  if  States  were  now  I 
able  to  finance  a  public  assistance  program  of  adequate  scope,  ! 
we  would  not  need  a  food  stamp  program. 

4.  The  States  have  available  to  them  a  Federal  food  program  n 
which  does  not  require  cost  sharing.  By  choosing  to  participate 
in  the  commodity  distribution  program  they  can  continue  to  J 
provide  food  assistance  to  needy  families  without  assuming  the  J 
financial  burden  tha  twould  be  imposed  on  them  by  a  cost  sharing 
requirement  in  the  food  stamp  program. 

Finally,  it  is  important  that  the  appropriation  authorities  for  the 
program  be  authorized  for  an  additional  3  years.  We  believe  our 
experience  under  the  act  demonstrates  the  wisdom  of  this  committee  ' 
and  the  Congress  in  establishing  the  principle  of  gradual  progressive 
program  expansion — with  appropriation  authorities  specified  for  a 
3-year  period.  This  has  meant  that  both  the  Department  and  cooperat-  ]• 
ing  State  welfare  agencies  have  had  the  time  to  gain  experience  and  ' 
modify  and  adjust  the  program — based  upon  that  experience.  And  it 
has  permitted  both  the  Department  and  the  States  to  build  the  kind 
of  administrative  organization  that  is  essential  to  effective  andl| 
prudent  program  management  and  control. 

The  program  has  worked  well  because  the  States  have  been  able 
to  plan  ahead,  rather  than  on  a  year-to-year  basis.  And  it  was  in 
recognition  of  this  need  that  the  Congress  acted  to  provide  the 
Department  and  the  States  a  basis  for  forward  planning— for  3  years — 
when  the  act  was  passed  in  1964. 

To  now  place  the  program  on  a  year-to-year  basis  would  mean 
less  orderly  program  expansion  and  less  effective  administration.  It 
would  endanger  the  goals  and  objectives  set  forth  by  the  Congress 
and  the  effective  administration  that  we  and  the  States  have  been 
able  to  achieve. 

I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  recommend  a  food  stamp  bill  that 
will  permit  the  program  to  continue  and  to  expand — mi  the  sound 
and  workable  basis  embodied  in  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretaiy,  for  a  ver3r 
fine  report. 

Senator  Young. 

Senator  Young.  How  much  is  the  amount  of  authorization? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  amount  of  authorization  that  we  currently 
have  before  the  Congress  is  $195  million. 

STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  P.  DAVIS,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR, 

CONSUMER  FOOD  PROGRAMS,  CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING 

SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  oui  budget  request  for  1968. 

Secretary  Freeman.  A  total  of  $140  million  for  the  current  fiscal 
rear;  right? 

Mr.  Davis.  Right. 

Senator  Young.  What  is  the  authorization  limit? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  was  no  authorization  limit  in  the 
basic  legislation.  That  was  left  open  to  the  Appropriation  Committee 
establish  the  amount. 

Senator  Young.  I  see. 

Mr.  Davis.  In  the  bill  before  the  committee. 

Senator  Boggs.  Should  there  be — is  that  your  point,  Senator — 
should  not  there  be  an  authorization  limit  to  cover  the  3-year  period 
if  we  go  to  the  3-year  period,  rather  than  an  open - - 

Senator  Young.  Well,  there  usually  is;  but  I  did  not  remember 
this  case,  whether  there  was  any  limitation. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Am  I  wrong?  Is  there  limitation  in  the  basic 
legislation  we  have  now? 

Mr.  Davis.  In  the  bill  as  passed  in  1964  there  was  a  limitation  for 
each  of  the  3  years  for  which  appropriations  were  authorized. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  stand  corrected.  I  was  wrong. 

Mr.  Davis.  That,  of  course,  runs  out  in  June. 

Senator  Young.  You  are  now  proposing  that  it  be  open  end,  with 
no  authorization  limitation? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  correct,  sir.  The  bill  before  the  committee  has 
no  limitation  on  time  or  money. 

Senator  Young.  What  did  the  House  do  in  that  respect? 

Mr.  Davis.  They  limited  the  appropriation  authorization  to  1 
year  and  $195  million. 

Senator  Young.  Just  1  year? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  amount  was  satisfactory,  but  the  year 
limitation,  I  think,  would  not  be  constructive. 

Senator  Young.  I  think  it  should  be  for  a  longer  period,  too. 

Senator  Boggs.  Yes,  but  my  observation  is  that  if  you  left  it  open 
end,  you  always  run  into  a  lot  of  trouble  on  the  floor  about  it.  It 
makes  it  easier  if  you  put  some  figure  in  there. 

Senator  Jordan.  Any  further  questions? 

Senator  Boggs.  Weli,  getting  back  to  the  point,  Mr.  Secretary, 
that  Senator  Kennedy  raised  about  your  not  being  able  to  reach 
some  of  these  people  who  have  no  means  of  coming  up  with  the  $2, 
for  example — in  the  overall  program  when  a  State  or  one  of  its  sub¬ 
divisions  requests  to  get  into  the  program,  are  there  certain  criteria 
that  they  must  comply  with? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  The  general  rule  on  this  is  that  the  participant 
in  the  program  will  spend  the  amount  to  get  the  stamps  that  he  has 
been  spending  for  food  before,  and  then  the  additional  stamps  that 
he  gets  will  depend  upon  the  difference  between  what  he  has  been 
spending  and  what  in  that  vicinity  is  determined  as  the  amount  of 
food  that  he  should  have  to  have  an  adequate  nutritious  diet. 

So,  if  a  person  was,  for  example,  on  relief  in  the  State  of  Minnesota, 
and  he  received  $100  a  month  for  relief  and  would  be  spending  under 
that  $20  a  month  but  that  if  he  was  going  to  have  a  real  adequate 
diet  he  should  be  spending  $30  a  month,  he  would  then  take  the 
$20,  and  he  would  exchange  that  for  $30  worth  of  stamps  which  he 
could  use  like  money  at  the  grocery  store. 

Senator  Boggs.  I  understand  that.  But  now,  how  are  you  going 
to  get  to  these  people  who  must  come  up  with  the  money  to  purchase 
any  stamps?  Is  there  not  really  an  obligation  of  the  county  or  State 
to  try  to  provide  them  with  some  funds? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  we  would  expect  that  every  State 
or  town  in  this  Nation  should  see  to  it  that  nobody  would  starve  to 
death. 

Senator  Boggs.  That  is  my  point. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  that  would  mean  that  everyone  would 
get  at  least  $2  a  month  for  food. 

Senator  Boggs.  Right. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And,  therefore,  we  would  take  that  $2  a 
month  in  Mississippi  and  it  would  be  changed  to  $12  a  month, 
increased  four  or  five  times  in  regard  to  food.  However,  we  then  face 
the  practical  problem  that  if  they  do  not  actually  in  some  areas  have 
a  program,  State  or  local,  that  gets  $2  to  people  for  food,  what  do  you 
do  then?  And,  in  this  instance,  what  we  are  considering  is  lowering 
that  $2  level  so  that  perhaps  it  would  be  50  cents  instead  of  $2,  so 
then  you  would  get,  need  to  put  in  only  that  amount  because  some¬ 
where  or  other  this  we  are  required  to  do  because  the  law  requires 
that  the  person  should  make  a  token,  at  least,  contribution  toward 
getting  these  stamps. 

Senator  Boggs.  I  see. 

Senator  Jordan.  Anything  further? 

Senator  Boggs.  No  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Young? 

Senator  Young.  No  questions. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary.  We 
appreciate  you  being  with  us. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Graham,  Mr.  Harry  Graham. 

Mr.  Harry  Graham  is  the  legislative  representative  of  the  National 
Grange. 

Harry,  we  are  always  glad  to  have  you.  I  always  enjoy  seeing  you 
and  hearing  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HARRY  L.  GRAHAM,  LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE,  NATIONAL  GRANGE 

Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  always  glad  to  come  before 
this  committee.  This  is  the  first  time  this  year,  and  this  is  a  very 
important  bill,  and  I  have  a  very  short  statement  on  it. 
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Senator  Jordan.  Do  you  not  have  some  other  information  you 
would  like  to  put  in  the  record  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Graham.  I  want  to  add  something  to  this  statement. 

Senator  Jordan.  All  right,  you  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Graham.  Since  the  statement  will  only  take  about  3  minutes, 
I  think  I  will  just  read  it. 

Senator  Jordan.  All  right,  that  will  be  fine. 

Mr.  Graham.  The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  was  originally  passed 
as  somewhat  of  a  pilot  program  and  it,  of  course,  had  a  termination 
date  which  is  in  1967.  It  was  anticipated  that  a  number  of  States 
would  want  to  use  the  program,  but  the  requests  for  sharing  in  the 
program  have  exceeded  original  estimates,  indicating  the  general 
approval  of  the  operation  of  this  program. 

S.  953  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Robert  C.  Byrd,  properly  puts  the  program  on  the  basis  that 
it  is  not  to  be  terminated  until  specifically  done  by  the  Congress, 
allowing  for  the  orderly  programing  and  budgeting  not  only  by  the 
Federal  Government,  but  by  the  State  and  local  governments 
involved. 

At  the  same  time,  it  provides  for  an  expansion  of  the  program  on  an 
orderly  basis  to  cover  the  needs  of  those  who  are  in  the  income  brackets 
which"  properly  and  legally  qualify  them  for  receiving  this  assistance. 

The  Grange  supported  the  original  pilot  project,  we  supported  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  and  we  are  happy  to  support  S.  953  to  put 
this  on  an  expanded  and  more  permanent  basis. 

One  of  the  concerns  of  the  Grange  as  it  has  surveyed  this  and 
previous  programs  was  that  the  Nation  was  dependent  upon  the 
distribution  of  surplus  food  commodities.  These  were  purchased  by 
the  Government  at  support  levels,  far  below  a  fair  price  to  the 
producers. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  has  brought  the  procurement  of  food 
into  the  regular  market  channels  where  the  recipients  have  access 
to  the  same  food  available  to  others  in  our  society.  The  dual  results 
of  upgrading  the  diets  by  making  essential  food  available,  and  the 
normalizing  of  the  market  system  for  food  distribution  were  and  are 
commendable  and  worthwhile  objectives. 

As  Under  Secretary  Schnittker  said  last  month  in  a  speech  before 
the  Texas  &  Southwestern  Cattle  Raisers  Association: 

The  steady  expansion  of  the  food  stamp  program  is  an  important  force  in 
expanding  markets.  By  the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  nearly  2  million  persons 
will  be  involved.  Much  of  the  increase  in  spending  for  food  will  be  for  meat  and 
other  livestock  products. 

We  are  of  the  firm  conviction  that  nobody  in  this  United  States 
should  be  permitted  to  go  hungry  as  long  as  there  is  an  abundance  of 
food  available  and  as  long  as  we  have  great  wealth  this  Nation  so 
obviously  possesses. 

The  passage  of  S.  953  would  provide  a  practical  means  of  making 
this  food  available  to  the  needy  people  of  our  Nation.  The  Grange 
earnestly  urges  the  approval  of  this  legislation  by  the  committee  and 
the  passage  of  the  legislation  by  the  Senate. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a  couple  of  comments. 

We  did  not  add  anything  in  our  testimony  concerning  the  matching 
funds  by  the  State  because  that  bill  was  not  before  the  committee, 
although  we  anticipated  that  this  question  would  arise.  And,  also, 
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we  would  point  out  the  difference  between  the  surplus  food  disposal 
program  and  this  present  program. 

In  the  surplus  food  disposal — during  the  house  hearing  the  question 
was  asked  about  what  foods  were  available  at  the  present  time  for 
surplus  disposal.  I  went  back  and  dug  out  the  answers  to  this.  I  do 
not  have  the  list  with  me,  but  I  would  say  with  the  exception  of 
a  little  cheese  and  a  little  butter  that  very  recently  became  available, 
that  all  the  rest  of  it  is  cereals.  It  is  either  wheat  or  wheat  products, 
rice  or  beans. 

Senator  Jordan.  Beets? 

Mr.  Graham.  Beans. 

Senator  Jordan.  Beans. 

Mr.  Graham.  So,  basically  it  is  a  cereal  diet  at  that  point. 

Now,  this  obviously  is  not  an  adequate  diet,  especially  for  children 
and  especially  for  older  people,  the  two  groups  that  would  most  prop¬ 
erly  be  the  concern  of  the  committee. 

We  point  out  that  for  children — -that  we  have  learned,  and  we  have 
made  some  emphasis  about  this  in  terms  of  the  foreign  relief  programs,  ,, 
that  children  with  inadequate  protein  diets  during  the  first  4  years  of  I 
their  life,  suffer  permanent  damage  to  their  learning  capacity. 

That  is  one  of  the  great  tragedies  of  the  world,  that  not  only  is  a 
child  hungry,  but  that  he  is  limited  for  all  future  time.  It  is  true  in 
India,  it  is  also  true  in  Mississippi  or  Harlem,  or  wherever  the  hungry 
child  may  be.  And  a  balanced  diet  obviously  is  not  only  desirable,  but 
I  think  it  is  a  social  necessity  for  us;  otherwise  we  burden  ourselves 
with  people  that  are  incapacitated  in  terms  of  their  ability  to  learn 
skills  through  all  the  rest  of  their  lives. 

So,  we  simply  perpetuate  a  problem  by  not  getting  the  kind  of  food 
where  it  belong. 

Now,  we  are  beginning  to  solve  this  in  school  lunch  programs, 
but  this  is  too  late.  The  damage  has  already  been  done  for  the  children 
by  the  time  they  get  to  the  school  lunch. 

Now,  I  think  that  in  general,  and  the  Grange  has  supported  this 
principle,  in  terms  of  State  sharing,  where  the  project  are  sociallv 
desirable,  the  States  should  share  and  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  properly  used  the  carrot-stick  approach  in  order  to  get  some  of 
these  projects  accepted  by  the  States.  Roads,  for  instance.  This  is 
basically  the  responsibility  of  the  State,  and  so  we  have  used  the  / 
enticement:  If  you  will  do  such  and  such  a  thing  in  terms  of  roads,  if  \ 
you  will  contribute  a  certain  amount,  then  we  will  give  you  a  much 
larger  amount.  But  this  has  been  an  enticement  to  do  something  that 
is  desirable  and  may  be  necessary.  But  in  some  areas  they  could  get 
along  on  the  bumpy  roads.  I  do  not  like  to,  and  neither  does  anybody 
else,  but  we  could  get  by. 

Now,  when  you  get  into  food,  especially  food  for  people  that  have  no 
resources,  this  is  not  a  desirable  situation.  This  is  a  necessity  of  life. 
And  I  think  we  need  to  remember  this,  that  the  carrot-stick  approach 
really  is  not  quite  so  valid  in  terms  of  feeding  people,  as  it  is  in  building 
roads. 

The  question  always  arises  about  these  people  who  cannot  afford 
even  the  original  cost  of  the  food  stamps.  The  States,  I  think,  at 
this  point,  who  do  have  the  responsibility  for  keeping  people  from 
starving  to  death  would  be  well-advised  to  spend  some  of  this  welfare 
money  for  food  stamps  because  they  just  multiply  their  welfare  money. 
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Senator  Boggs.  I  agree. 

Mr.  Graham.  They  multiply  at  that  point. 

Senator  Boggs.  I  think  it  is  their  responsibility.  There  should 
not  be  a  single  person  without  food  under  a  system  like  this. 

Mr.  Graham.  Of  course  there  should  not,  and  the  cheapest  way 
that  the  States  feed  the  needy  is  to  do  it  with  this  kind  of  system. 
We  could  save  them  more  money  that  way  than  any  other  way  we 
could  do  it.  And  I  am  concerned,  and  I  think  the  Congress  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  think  the  Nation  is  concerned  about  the  loads  that  some  of 
these  States  carry.  This  is  where  the  big  increase  in  expenditure 
comes.  People  talk  about  the  increase  in  expenditures  to  the  Federal 
Government.  With  the  exception  of  something  like  the  Vietnam 
project,  there  is  no  correlation  between  the  increase  of  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  and  increase  in  population.  We  have  held  these  expenditimes 
almost  constant — or  relatively  so,  but  we  have  had  this  tremendous 
increase  in  the  cost  of  State  government. 

If  you  were  a  Governor,  you  would  well  know  this  problem. 

This  program,  it  seems  to  me,  helps  the  two  groups  of  States  that 
are  in  most  difficulty.  One  is  the  States  with  a  high  percentage  of  urban 
population.  New  York  is  the  best  example.  It  is  just  in  fiscal  problems 
all  the  time.  It  is  just  a  cat  and  dog  race  to  see  who  comes  out  ahead, 
and  how  in  the  world  they  can  get  the  money  to  run  the  various  serv¬ 
ices  that  are  required  for  the  State  and  especially  a  city  like  New 
York  City.  This  becomes  particularly  acute  when  you  get  large 
numbers  of  indigent  people  that  all  of  a  sudden  are  plunked  down  into 
this  society  who  had  no  origin  there,  but  they  are  there  and  somebody 
has  to  take  care  of  them. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  coin,  if  you  flip  it  over,  other  States  from 
which  these  people  came — basically  rural,  basically  low-income, 
basically  no  resources,  and  where— according  to  some  of  the  testimony 
that  was  given  in  the  poverty  program  hearings,  it  was  indicated  that 
there  are  counties  in  some  of  the  Southern  States,  and  especially  in 
the  cutover  land  where  if  they  spent  every  cent  they  could  raise  for 
tax  money,  they  would  not  have  enough  for  schools.  If  they  would 
commit  all  their  taxes,  they  would  not  have  enough  just  for  the  schools. 

Now,  to  try  to  impose  this  welfare  load  and  all  the  rest  of  the  loads 
on  them,  we  are  just  imposing  a  load  they  are  simply  not  able  to  carry. 
And  this  is  where,  as  Dr.  Rositer  of  Harvard  says,  we  need  some  “social 
overhead  capital”  that  is  plowed  into  these  areas,  and  the  food  stamp 
program  is  one  of  the  ways  of  doing  it  and  accomplishing  another 
desirable  objective,  and  that  is  just  getting  people  well  fed. 

May  I  comment  on  this  authorization  because  this  is  a  program 
that  extends  further  than  the  previous  one.  I  think  it  should.  I  think 
the  same  reason  for  doing  this  is  the  one  we  used  for  passing  the 
4-year  farm  bill.  It  gives  the  States  and  local  communities  and  every¬ 
body  else  a  chance  to  plan  just  a  little  further  ahead.  You  cannot  set 
up  this  program  overnight  and  you  cannot  terminate  it  overnight 
without  a  great  deal  of  hardship.  When  it  comes  to  authorization 
limitations,  I  think  we  ought  to  consider  the  rate  of  growth  of  the 
acceptance  of  these  programs.  The  authorization  of  $195  million  this 
year  probably  is  not  the  proper  authorization  for  next  year.  So  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  somebody  could,  on  the  basis  of  the  figures 
and  trends  that  we  already  have,  project  the  authorization.  Maybe  it 
is  195  this  year,  and  it  seems  to  be  acceptable,  but  maybe  it  ought  to 
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be  225  next  year  and  275  the  next  year  and  310  the  next  year.  But  we 
ought  to  recognize  that  this  program  is  only  so  far  in  its  relatively 
pilot  stage,  that  it  is  going  to  grow,  and  to  be  fair  to  the  people  in¬ 
volved,  it  ought  to  grow.  We  should  make  it  possible  for  this  growth, 
so  that  we  do  not  hamstring  it  by  an  authorization  which  says  that 
this  is  fine  but  you  cannot  go  any  further,  and  a  whole  host  of  people 
that  need  these  services  would  be  left  out. 

These  are  the  only  extra  comments  I  had  left  out. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Graham. 

Senator  Young? 

Senator  Young.  No  questions. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Boggs. 

Senator  Boggs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Graham,  for  your  testimony. 

Senator  Jordan.  Harry,  that  was  a  very  fine  presentation.  I 
thoroughly  agree.  I  think  the  Federal  Government  not  only  has  an 
obligation  and  a  duty,  but  it  is  nothing  but  right  that  somehow  or 
other  we  should  see  that  ample  food  is  gotten  to  every  person  in  the 
United  States.  And  we  have  been  very  magnanimous  in  our  treatment  | 
of  foreign  countries,  a  great  deal,  and  properly  so.  I  have  supported 
every  one  of  those  programs - 

Mr.  Graham.  So  have  we. 

Senator  Jordan  (continuing).  And  you  have,  too,  and  your  or¬ 
ganization  has,  but  there  is  an  old  proverb  saying  that  charity  begins 
at  home.  And  it  certainly  is  applicable  in  this  case.  And  if  we  have 
anybody  that  is  really  hungry,  why,  we  should  see  that  he  is  fed — I 
mean  amply  fed,  not  just - 

Mr.  Graham.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Senator  Jordan  (continuing).  The  basic  commodities.  They  are 
good,  but  you  need  more  than  that. 

Mr.  Graham.  It  is  unbelievable  that  we  should  have  hungry 
people  in  a  land  with  the  productive  capacity  of  these  United  States. 
It  is  incredible  and  indefensible  any  way  you  put  it,  because  we  have 
the  food,  and  even  if  we  have  not,  we  can  doggone  well  produce  it 

Senator  Jordan.  That  is  right.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appre¬ 
ciate  your  being  with  us  today. 

Mr.  Graham.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Reuben  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  you.  Mr.  Johnson  is  the 
director  of  the  legislative  services,  National  Farmers  Union. 

Mr.  Johnson,  we  are  glad  to  have  you,  sir,  and  you  may  proceed 
as  you  wish. 

STATEMENT  OF  REUBEN  I.  JOHNSON,  DIRECTOR,  LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES,  NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Boggs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  permission  to  submit  my  state¬ 
ment  for  the  record. 

Senator  Jordan.  You  may  do  so. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Rather  than  burden  you  here  with  a  lot  of  additional 
testimony,  which  will  be  repetitious  of  many  of  the  comments  made  by 
Mr.  Harry  Graham,  I  would  just  like  to  subscribe  to  the  comments 
that  he  made  to  the  committee  and  to  say  that  this  is  just  one  more 
example  where  we  farm  organizations  can  point  to  an  area  of  agreement. 
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Contrary  to  the  view  of  farm  organizations  that  is  sometimes  presented 
there  are  a  number  of  areas  of  agreement  between  some  of  us  in 
organized  agriculture,  and  this  certainly  is  one  of  them. 

I  would  like  to  especially  say  that  we  subscribe  wholeheartedly  to 
the  comments  made  by  the  Grange  concerning  the  authorization  for 
the  program. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  the  committee  that  the  outlook  is  for  a 
continuation  of  this  program  over  a  really  long  time,  and  I  believe 
that  the  provisions  of  Senator  Byrd’s  bill,  which  would  make  this 
program  a  permanent  program,  unless  ended  by  the  Congress,  has  a 
great  deal  of  merit. 

1  would  just  like  to  also  inject  one  other  comment. 

We  have  recently  had  a  fly-in  program  involving  about  100  cotton 
farmers  from  Texas.  These  men,  who  were  also  represented  at  our 
convention  at  Oklahoma  City,  have  decided  that  we  ought  to  be 
using  some  of  our  huge  surplus  of  cotton  to  alleviate  the  need  that 
exists  for  cotton  bedding.  We  have  been  talking  about  food  here,  and 
there  was  one  brief  mention  made  as  to  the  lack  of  clothing  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  Certainly  we  feel  that  some  type  of  direct  distribution  pro¬ 
gram  of  cotton  bedding,  including  mattresses,  would  be  worthwhile. 
Maybe  we  could  use  the  Job  Corps  program  to  help  process  some 
of  this  surplus  cotton  into  mattresses  and  comforts  and  bedding.  I 
was  told  by  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  that 
went  to  Mississippi  recently  that  some  of  the  people  he  visited  were 
literally  sleeping  in  a  bed  of  rags,  just  crawling  down  in  a  bed  of  rags 
like  an  animal  would  burrow  in.  And  in  many  instances,  people  are 
sleeping  on  the  floor.  And  children  are  not  in  school  because  of  the 
lack  of  clothing. 

Now,  while  the  direct  distribution  program  would  lend  itself 
admirably  to  a  cotton  mattress  or  comfort,  in  such  a  program  there 
would  be,  in  my  opinion,  justification  for  a  cotton  stamp  program 
for  children’s  clothing  to  be  administered  very  similarly  to  the  way 
that  we  administer  the  food  stamp  program.  In  other  words,  the  various 
sizes  of  clothing  would  make  it  impractical  to  proceed  to  distribute 
clothing  through  a  direct  distribution  program,  but  would  be  extremely 
practical  and  realistic  if  stamps  were  provided  needy  families  with 
children  that  were  out  of  school  because  they  did  not  have  adequate 
clothing. 

I  do  not  think  there  was  a  need  for  a  great  amount  of  money  here, 
but  I  know  there  are  families  that  need  this  type  of  program. 

You  need  not  worry  about  support  from  farm  people  for  both  the 
food  stamp  and  the  cotton  stamp  for  cotton  mattress  program,  be¬ 
cause  the  support  is  out  there,  and  I  believe  also  that  this  is  one  area 
where  farmers  and  their  city  counterparts  look  with  unanimity  on  the 
worthwhileness  of  this  kind  of  effort. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(Mr.  Dechant’s  statement  submitted  for  the  record  is  as  follows:) 
Statement  of  Tony  T.  Dechant,  President,  National  Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  when  the  pilot  Food  Stamp 
Program  was  initiated  by  this  Administration  in  eight  selected  areas  of  the 
country  in  1961  an  important  objective  of  the  legislative  program  of  the  Farmers 
Union  was  achieved.  The  success  of  this  initial  program  resulted  in  public  demand 
for  its  extension  on  a  pilot  basis  to  other  areas.  By  June  30,  1967,  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  will  be  serving  over  800  areas  in  41  states.  This  compares  with  some  209 
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areas  in  37  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  which  were  taking  part  in  the 
program  a  year  ago.  The  public  acceptance  of  this  program  has  resulted  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  additional  areas  to  be  added  as  funds  become  available. 

Career  employees  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who  are  administering  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  as  well  as  other  programs  with  the  ojbective  of  increasing 
the  utilization  of  agricultural  commodities  and  upgrading  the  diets  of  the  needy, 
are  to  be  commended  for  the  outstanding  success  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 
They  have  been  successful  in  developing  the  techniques  of  making  the  program 
practical  and  workable  from  a  standpoint  of  administration.  In  addition,  a  series 
of  studies  have  been  made  under  their  direction  which  dramatically  illustrate 
the  benefits  that  have  accrued  under  this  program  to  farmers  and  to  low-income 
families  and  individuals. 

The  fact  that  current  expenditures  of  needy  families  for  food  is  augmented 
through  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  makes  it  possible  for  a  family  participating  in  the 
program  to  substantially  upgrade  their  diet.  For  example,  animal  products  such 
as  meat,  poultry,  fresh  milk  and  eggs  and  fruits  and  vegetables  accounted  for 
more  than  80%  of  the  gains  in  food  consumption  in  the  areas  surveyed  several 
years  ago.  These  are  the  foods  most  needed  for  proper  nutrition  and  which  are 
difficult  to  distribute  in  the  conventional  manner. 

Taking  a  sample  of  retail  food  stores  in  the  original  eight  pilot  food  programs, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  demonstrated  that  the  dollar  value  of  food 
sales  increased  by  8%  under  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  The  retail  outlets  included 
in  this  survey  represented  an  estimated  50-85%  of  the  total  retail  food  sales  in  all 
of  the  original  eight  pilot  areas  except  Detroit. 

It  was  found  in  the  Detroit  area  that  meat  consumption  among  the  recipients 
of  food  stamps  increased  by  one  pound  per  person  per  week  from  2%  pounds  to 
3 %  pounds.  One  pound  of  meat  is  equal  to  approximately  six  pounds  of  feed  grains. 
In  the  Detroit  area,  also,  poultry  consumption  among  recipients  of  food  stamps 
increased  by  }{  pound  per  person  per  week.  This  is  equivalent  to  approximately 
one  pound  of  feed  grains. 

It  is  clearly  demonstrated,  from  this  early  survey  as  well  as  later  surveys,  that 
the  Food  Stamp  Plan  is  upgrading  diets  of  the  needy  at  the  same  time  it  has  made 
possible  increased  utilization  of  feed  grains. 

While  these  increases  in  meat  consumption  were  taking  place,  surveys  show 
that  consumption  of  cereal  products  remained  at  approximately  the  same  level 
as  under  the  direct  distribution  program. 

It  is  also  clear,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  farmers  have  a  stake  in  the  rapid  expansion 
of  this  program  because  of  the  strengthening  of  markets  for  a  broad  range  of  food 
items,  a  number  of  which  remain  in  surplus  supply. 

S.  953,  introduced  by  Senator  Robert  C.  Byrd  (D-W.  Va.),  would  make  possible 
the  expansion  of  the  Food  Stamp  Porgram  and  give  the  program  permanent 
status.  We  believe  the  demonstrated  worth  of  the  program  warrants  the  full  and 
unanimous  support  of  all  the  members  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

The  farmers  of  this  nation  have  supported  on  many  occasions  important  legisla¬ 
tion  under  consideration  by  this  distinguished  Committee  to  expand  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  food,  both  in  the  United  States  and  to  needy  people  abroad. 

Based  on  my  discussion  with  farm  people  throughout  this  country,  I  can  think 
of  no  legislative  area  in  which  there  is  a  stronger  interest  than  in  programs  that 
have  increased  the  use  of  food  in  schools,  in  institutions  and  to  individual  families 
both  here  in  the  United  States  and  abroad.  I,  therefore,  respectfully  urge  the 
Committee  to  give  S.  953  its  strong  approval. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Committee  and  will  be 
happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  that  Members  of  the  Committee  may  have. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senatoi  Boggs.  Do  you  have  any  questions? 

Senator  Boggs.  No,  I  have  no  questions.  I  thank  you,  too,  Mr. 
Johnson. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much  for  that  fine  statement. 
Mrs.  Mitchiner. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner  is  director  of  the  division  of  public  assistance, 
State  board  of  public  welfare,  of  Raleigh,  N.C.,  and  that  is  a  great 
State  you  are  representing  there.  We  are  mighty  glad  you  came  up, 
and  Mrs.  Mitchiner  is  representing  the  American  Public  Welfare 
Association  this  morning. 
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Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  And  we  would  be  glad  to  have  you  proceed  any 
way  you  like,  Mrs.  Mitchiner. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  I  would  like  to  read  my  statement.  It  is  very 
brief. 

Senator  Jordan.  Fine.  Incidentally,  did  you  have  anyone  with 
you  that  you  wanted  to  have  recorded  as  being  here? 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Well,  Mr.  Harold  Hagen,  who  is  the  Washington 
representative  for  the  American  Public  Welfare  Association,  is  here 
with  me. 

Senator  Jordan.  Does  he  have  a  statement  to  make? 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  No;  this  is  the  statement. 

Senator  Jordan.  All  right;  fine. 

Senator  Boggs.  Mr.  ( diairman,  before  Mrs.  Mitchiner  proceeds, 
I  want  to  ask  permission  to  be  excused  because  I  do  have  a  commit¬ 
ment  I  must  keep  at  1 1  o’clock.  I  will  read  your  testimony  very  caie- 
fully,  and  I  thank  you,  too,  for  being  here  today. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Boggs.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  your  being  here  for  the  first  part  of  this  hearing. 

Senator  Boggs.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mrs.  Mitchiner,  that  is  one  of  our  problems  here. 
We  all  have  many  duties  to  be  different  places,  and  we  just  have 
to  do  it  the  very  best  we  can,  but  it  will  all  be  in  the  record  and 
available  to  every  member  of  this  committee. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  I  will  proceed  as  quickly  as  I  can. 

Senator  Jordan.  Fine. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  MYRA  J.  MITCHINER,  AMERICAN  PUBLIC 
WELFARE  ASSOCIATION,  RALEIGH,  N.C. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  I  would  like  to  state  that  the  American  Public 
Welfare  Association  is  the  national  membership  organization  repre¬ 
senting  the  field  of  public  welfare.  Included  in  the  membership  of  the 
association  are  State  and  local  departments  of  public  welfare  which 
have  the  responsibility  for  the  certification  of  eligibility  and  certain 
other  administrative  functions  in  connection  with  the  food  stamp 
program.  For  this  reason,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the  food  stamp 
program  and  the  public  welfare  program  are  closely  interrelated,  we 
have  a  direct  interest  in  the  legislation  now  before  your  committee. 

Our  general  view  of  the  food  stamp  program  as  now  administered 
is  a  positive  one.  Through  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  low-income  families,  including  not  only  those  families 
receiving  public  assistance  through  the  categorical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  but  other  needy  persons  have  been  able  to  improve  their 
standard  of  living  and  safeguard  the  health  of  themselves  and  their 
children  through  better  nutrition.  The  categorical  public  assistance 
programs  are  limited  to  helping  only  about  7%  million  of  the  Nation’s 
32  to  34  million  poverty-stricken  people.  The  remaining  millions  of 
persons,  though  poor,  do  not  have  the  added  misfortune,  which  would 
qualify  them  for  public  assistance  payments,  of  being  blind,  totally 
disabled,  widowed,  or  deserted  with  dependent  children,  or  over  65 
years  of  age.  And  yet,  their  need,  particularly  for  the  basic  item,  food, 
is  just  as  great,  and  quite  often  even  greater.  Those  counties  and  cities 
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which  have  been  fortunate  enough  to  participate  in  the  food  stamp 
program  are,  through  the  provisions  of  the  program,  able  to  reach 
out  and  help  many  of  these  other  needy  persons  and  provide  some 
assistance  directly  in  one  of  the  areas  of  greatest  need,  the  need  for 
an  adequate  diet.  Not  only  does  the  food  stamp  program  provide 
public  welfare  with  a  means  of  reaching  many  who  were  heretofore 
unreachable,  but,  through  the  requirement  that  these  families  con¬ 
vert  their  existing  food  dollars  to  food  stamps,  an  assurance  is  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  food  assistance  is  received  in  the  form  for  which  it  was 
intended.  This  guard  against  substitution  of  food  dollars  for  other 
necessities  or  nonessentials  insures,  without  exception,  the  availability 
of  a  more  adequate  and  nutritional  diet  for  participating  families. 
Research  has  shown  that,  while  the  consumption  of  grains  and  cereals 
of  low-income  families  remains  relatively  stable,  about  80  percent  of 
then’  increased  consumption  when  receiving  benefits  of  the  food 
stamp  program  is  in  meat  and  meat  products,  fruits  and  vegetables. 

Many  of  these  families  have  become  so  accustomed  to  a  “beans 
and  potatoes”  diet  that  it  is  difficult  for  them  to  adjust  their  purchas¬ 
ing  habits  to  a  balanced,  more  nutritional  diet.  In  many  communities 
cooperative  efforts  are  being  made  by  representatives  of  Consumer 
and  Marketing  Service,  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  Health  and 
Welfare,  to  establish  nutrition  education  committees  to  assist  these 
families  in  proper  management  of  the  additional  food  dollars  provided 
by  the  program. 

Although  the  program  inproves  the  conditions  of  low-income 
families,  it  should  be  remembered  that  it  also  stimulates  and  increases 
the  flow  of  food  products  from  the  Nation’s  farms  through  normal 
commercial  channels.  Thus,  thousands  of  persons  who  are  non- 
indigent  but  who  derive  their  livelihood  from  agricultural  interests, 
also  benefit  from  food  stamp  activities.  Research  conducted  in  one 
test  area  has  shown  that  the  returns  to  farmers  alone  from  food 
purchased  by  low-income  families  rose  from  $1.75  per  person  to  $2.01, 
or  an  increase  of  approximately  15  percent.  Other  groups  which 
benefit  are  food  merchants,  food  processors,  banks,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  address  the  remainder  of  my  remarks 
to  one  of  the  amendments  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  proposed  by  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee:  That  of  requiring,  effective  July  1, 
1969,  each  participating  State  or  political  subdivision  to  pay  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  free  stamps  distributed  to  eligible  households. 
It  is  the  position  of  the  American  Public  Welfare  Association  that 
this  amendment  will  place  the  food  stamp  program  in  great  jeopardy 
and  will,  in  effect,  reduce  participation,  and  in  some  areas,  complete 
withdrawal,  from  the  program.  This,  in  our  opinion,  would  be  retro¬ 
gression  on  the  part  of  a  nation  whose  philosophy  is  firmly  rooted  in  a 
belief  in  the  worth  of  the  individual  and  committed  to  all-out  efforts 
to  help  deprived  individuals  and  families  improve  their  general 
conditions. 

It  is  universally  known  that  States  find  it  difficult  to  support  their 
basic  public  assistance  programs  because  of  the  lack  of  sufficient  State 
and  local  revenues.  In  fact,  one  of  the  advantages  of  the  food  stamp 
program  is  the  elevation  of  the  living  standards  of  the  recipients. 
Actually,  as  has  been  said  earlier,  one  of  the  reasons  that  a  Federal 
food  assistance  program  is  needed  is  related  to  States’  inability  to 
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raise  sufficient  revenue  for  the  basic  ongoing  public  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.  In  fact,  individual  and  family  public  assistance  budgets 
generally  cover  only  minimum  subsistence  amounts  for  food,  clothing, 
rent,  utilities,  and,  in  some  few  States,  other  recognized  basic  needs. 
When  fixed-expense  items,  such  as  rent  and  utilities,  exceed  a  State’s 
maximum  allowance  in  the  public  assistance  budget,  then  the  amount 
for  food  is  the  only  flexible  item  from  which  to  draw.  Consequently, 
quantity  and  quality  of  food  are  reduced.  Too,  many  States  cannot 
even  meet  the  full  cost  of  minimum  food  allowances  as  set  by  their 
own  standard  for  health.  How,  then,  can  they  be  expected  to  partici¬ 
pate  financially  in  the  much-needed  food  stamp  program  when  they 
cannot  “cough  up”  sufficient  funds  to  meet  food  costs  in  their  basic 
public  assistance  programs? 

The  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  in  Missis¬ 
sippi  has  said: 

While  Mississippi  has  supported  public  welfare  to  the  extent  of  the  State’s 
financial  ability  to  do  so,  we  must  recognize  that  welfare  checks  in  our  State  are 
still  too  low  in  view  of  the  present  cost  of  living. 

Mississippi  has  a  large  food  stamp  program.  By  June  1,  1967,  there 
will  be  38  counties  in  that  State  which  will  have  the  program  in  opera¬ 
tion.  Most  of  these  counties  are  either  the  larger  and  wealthier  counties 
or  some  of  the  smaller  wealthier  counties.  The  poorer  counties  where, 
no  doubt,  the  need  is  greater,  cannot  afford  the  program.  The  38 
food  stamp  counties  in  Mississippi  constitute  over  half  of  that  State’s 
population.  If  the  amendment  requiring  States  to  pay  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  bonus  coupons  is  enacted  into  law,  it  would  cost  Mississippi 
an  estimated  $1,300,000  per  year  for  the  38  counties  in  the  program 
on  June  1,  1967,  without  consideration  of  adding  more  counties 
desiring  to  enter  the  program.  Mississippi’s  commissioner  continues: 

If  our  State  has  to  pay  20  percent  of  the  bonus  coupons  in  addition  to  the  present 
costs  of  administration  being  paid  by  the  counties,  we  see  no  way  that  the  food 
stamp  program  could  be  continued  in  Mississippi.  Due  to  our  limited  general 
fund  revenues,  neither  our  State  nor  counties  could  separately  or  collectively 
financially  afford  a  food  stamp  program  that  would  cost  this  amount. 

The  commissioner  of  public  welfare  in  Louisiana  has  stated: 

According  to  information  now  available  to  use,  we  estimate  that  if  this  proposed 
legislation  is  enacted  into  law,  it  would  cost  Louisiana  an  additional  one  million, 
two  hundred  thousand  dollars  annually  to  operate  the  present  program  now  in 
operation. 

In  addition,  the  Louisiana  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  at  its 
regular  monthly  meeting  on  April  12,  1967,  passed  a  resolution  includ¬ 
ing  the  following  statement: 

Therefore  be  it  resolved,  that  due  to  the  serious  financial  condition  of  Louisiana 
at  the  present  time,  and  in  the  foreseeable  future,  if  the  present  proposal  is  put 
into  effect,  the  cost  would  be  more  than  the  State  could  bear  and  would  therefore 
jeopardize  the  entire  program  in  Louisiana. 

The  State  Director  of  the  Ohio  Department  of  Public  Welfare 
wired: 

Ohio  is  very  much  concerned  about  proposed  legislation  relating  to  Food  Stamp 
Program.  The  requirement  for  state  to  meet  20  percent  of  cost  of  bonus  stamps 
would  result  in  drastic  curtailment  of  what  has  been  a  most  successful  program. 
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The  State  of  Tennessee  where  51  counties  are  approved  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  food  stamp  program,  the  State  Commissioner  of 
Public  Welfare  states: 

The  amendment  which  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  made  to  II. R. 
1318  .  .  .  would  in  my  opinion  be  disastrous  for  the  program  here  in  this  State. 
At  the  present  rate  of  participation  this  would  mean  that  the  State  of  Tennessee 
would  be  required  to  contribute  approximately  one  and  one-half  million  dollars 
annually. 

In  North  Carolina  where  we  have  22  counties  participating  in  the 
program,  the  effect  of  the  amendment  would  result  in  a  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  funds  in  excess  of  $900,000.  The  public  welfare  program  in 
North  Carolina  is  locally  administered,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know, 
and  State  supervised.  Consequently,  at  least  a  portion  of  this  financial 
burden  would  have  to  be  passed  on  to  the  counties  with  the  probable 
result  that  many  counties  would  have  to  terminate  the  program. 

There  seems  to  be  an  assumption  on  the  part  of  some  people  that 
States  and  localities  do  not  now  participate  in  the  cost  of  the  food 
stamp  program.  This  is  erroneous.  The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  re- 
quire>  State  and  local  financial  participation  for  the  purposes  of 
administration.  I  would  like  to  cite  an  example  of  one  county  in  North 
Carolina  currently  participating  in  the  program.  This  small,  rural, 
county  has  a  population  of  onl}T  24,350  persons.  The  county’s  share  of 
the  administrative  expenses  currently  amounts  to  approximately 
$6,000  per  year.  This  is  county  money.  In  addition,  a  similar  amount 
is  contributed  from  State  funds.  Enactment  of  the  20-percent  amend¬ 
ment  would  increase  the  burden  on  this  county  by  approximately 
$40,000  per  year.  The  point  we  are  emphasizing  here  is  the  fact  that 
States  and  localities  are  now  participating  in  the  cost  of  the  food 
stamp  program. 

It  is  a  fact  of  life  that  many  of  the  poorer  States  cannot  afford  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  need  established  by  their  own  standards  in  their 
ongoing  public  assistance  programs.  Other  States  like  Illinois,  where 
need  is  met  in  full  and  the  States’  average  public  assistance  payments 
exceed  the  Federal  matching  formula,  the  difference  is  paid  from  State 
funds.  An  additional  requirement  to  finance  20  percent  of  the  cost  on 
the  bonus  food  stamps  distributed  in  such  States  would  penalise 
those  States  which  are  already  carrying  a  disproportionate  share  of 
financing.  It  is  completely  unrealistic  to  assume  that  States  can  pick 
up  this  additional  fiscal  responsibility,  and  some  States  and  locantits 
would  be  forced  to  forgo  the  advantages  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

Since  this  statement  was  prepared,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard 
from  three  other  States.  Pennsylvania  has  29  counties  with  12  addi¬ 
tional  counties  planning  to  enter  the  program.  And  according  to  their 
State  commissioner,  the  amendment  for  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
free  stamps  would  require  in  excess  of  $1.5  million  additional  money 
in  Pennsylvania. 

In  Kentucky,  where  there  are  54  counties  currently  in  the  program, 
the  amendment  would  require  an  additional  $1,470,000. 

We  also  had  a  letter  from  the  director  in  Wyoming  opposing  the 
amendment  and  saying  that  the  Governor  of  Wyoming  had  gone  on 
record  as  opposing  the  amendment. 

In  relation  to  the  fact  that  some  States  have  been  unable  to  meet 
the  full  amount  of  need  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  reasonable 
assistance  budget,  we  call  your  attention  to  H.R.  5710,  the  Social 
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Security  Amendments  of  1967,  which  include  a  Federal  requirement 
for  States  to  meet  the  full  amount  of  need  as  determined  by  the  State. 
Interestingly  enough,  the  effective  date  of  this  amendment  to  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  the  effective  date  of  the  proposed  amendment 
to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  is  one  and  the  same,  July  1 ,  1969.  The  American 
Public  Welfare  Association  has  already  gone  on  record  as  strongly 
supporting  the  establishment  of  a  Federal  requirement  for  the  payment 
of  the  full  amount  of  need  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  reasonable 
budget.  In  our  opinion  this  step  forward  must  be  taken.  The  additional 
requirement  for  States  to  meet  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus 
food  coupons  in  the  food  stamp  program  would  have  a  direct  effect  on 
their  ability  to  meet  the  requirement  as  proposed  in  the  amendments 
to  the  Social  Security  Act.  Consequently,  it  is  clear  that  some  States 
would  be  forced  to  drop  the  food  stamp  program. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  personal  observation  for  your  consideration. 
The  public  welfare  program  is  an  all-pervasive  one,  touching  the  lives 
of  millions  of  people  in  our  country.  Much  legislation  is  considered  and 
in  fact,  is  enacted  which  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  total  public  welfare 
program,  without  full  consideration  of  the  effect  of  implementation 
at  the  grassroots  level.  Several  examples  come  to  mind.  For  instance, 
the  amendments  to  title  V  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  involving 
the  Department  of  Labor;  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  itself  which, 
in  effect,  gave  legal  responsibility  for  certification  of  need  to  the  public 
welfare  agency;  the  1966  Amendments  to  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act,  as  well  as  the  amendments  to  the  Manpower 
Development  and  Training  Act.  Now,  we  agree  with  the  purposes  and 
functions  of  all  of  these  programs,  and  we  believe  it  appropriate  that 
efforts  be  coordinated  in  furthering  any  program  which  will  improve 
and  uplift  the  general  conditions  of  millions  of  our  poor  people  be¬ 
cause  no  one  agency  of  Government  knows  and  understands  needy, 
deprived,  and  uneducated  families  better  than  public  welfare  does. 
It  is  our  firm  belief  that  public  welfare  should  be  involved;  however, 
we  feel  strongly  that  public  welfare  is  too  frequently  handed  responsi¬ 
bility  without  consultation  with  us  and  without  financial  provision 
to  carry  out  our  obligations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  American  Public  Welfare  Associa¬ 
tion,  I  wish  to  express  appreciation  to  you  and  this  committee  for  the 
opportunity  of  appearing  before  you.  Again,  I  wish  to  state  that  it 
is  our  opinion  that  the  food  stamp  program  as  presently  administered 
has  proven  highly  successful,  has  been  well  accepted,  and  has  made  a 
great  contribution  to  the  welfare  of  the  Nation.  In  public  welfare, 
it  has  given  us  a  long-awaited  opportunity  to  extend  services  to  a 
portion  of  the  millions  of  needy  persons  outside  the  public  assistance 
categories  and  to  provide  some  help  in  at  least  one  of  their  many 
areas  of  deprivation. 

Because  of  the  positive  response  across  the  Nation  to  the  food 
stamp  program,  we  urge  your  consideration  in  continuing  the  pro¬ 
gram  with  an  adequate  appropriation  for  future  expansion.  We  also 
ask  particuarly  for  your  support  in  removing  the  amendment  which 
would  require  States  to  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  stamps. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Mitchiner.  We  are 
delighted  to  have  you  here,  because  I  know  that  you  are  thoroughly 
familiar  with  this  whole  program  and  the — every  other  phase  of  wel¬ 
fare,  because  you  have  done  a  very  effective  and  fine  job  in  my 
home  State. 
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Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Thank  yon. 

Senator  Jordan.  And  I  believe  are  at  the  front  ranks  of  doing  an 
excellent  job  in  the  welfare  field. 

I  notice  on  this  table  here  that  North  Carolina  last  year  received 
$9.5  million  for  the  food  stamps,  but  the  State  of  North  Carolina 
and  the  counties,  as  I  pointed  out,  contributed  $665,000. 

Now,  if  this  20  percent  were  added  on  there,  it  would  be  $1.9 
million  instead  of  $665,000. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Yes. 

Senator  Jordan.  And  I  know,  as  you  well  know — and  the  same 
thing  prevails  in  other  States — that  a  lot  of  counties  are  still  not  able 
to  raise  very  much.  That  would  jump  theirs  up  to  $2.5  million. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Jordan.  It  was  interesting  to  note  Ohio  is  the  largest 
recipient  of  this  program.  They  got  $25  million,  and  their  contribution 
was  $1,650,000  in  the  program.  But  Mississippi  is  next.  We  have  been 
hearing  an  awful  lot  of  Mississippi.  Now,  I  know  they  have  a  lot  of 
problems,  but  they  had  $23  million  last  year  in  this  program,  so  they  ( 
are  participating  rather  freely.  They  are  the  next  largest — 25  million 
in  Ohio  and  23  million  in  Mississippi,  but  at  the  same  time  Mississippi 
put  $1,600,000  in  it  herself. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  This  is  right. 

Senator  Jordan.  On  the  other  hand,  if  they  jumped  to  20  percent, 
they  would  take  $4,600,000,  and  that  would  be  a  tremendous  burden 
on  a  State  that  is  having  as  much  problems  as  they  are  right  now. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  comment  on  a  question 
that  came  up  in  the  earlier  testimony  relating  to  what  happens  when 
people  do  not  have  any  income. 

Senator  Jordan.  Why,  indeed,  we  would  be  glad  to  hear  you. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  I  can  talk  only  about  North  Carolina,  because 
this  is  the  program  that  I  am  most  familiar  with. 

We  do  not  have  a  State  general  assistance  program.  Now,  the 
general  assistance  program  is  the  program  from  which  you  can  help 
people  who  do  not  meet  the  categorical  assistance  requirements  for 
eligibility,  that  is,  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children,  aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally 
disabled,  in  which  there  is  Federal  financial  participation. 

North  Carolina  does  not  have  a  State  general  assistance  program. 
Many  counties  do  have  a  county  general  assistance  appropriation. 
This  is  money  appropriated  by  the  county  commissioners.  It  is  never 
enough  to  take  care  of  emergency  situations  where  there  is  illness  or 
where  there  is  some  crisis.  And  in  some  counties  it  is  necessary  for  the 
country  director  of  public  welfare  to  secure  individual  approval  of  the 
county  commissioners  before  general  assistance  can  be  made  available 
to  a  family  in  need. 

And  this  is,  as  was  said  so  graphically  this  morning,  a  real  problem 
in  the  area  of  the  food  stamp  program  because  these  people  do  not  have 
the  money  with  which  to  buy  the  stamps. 

Another  point  that  was  made  earlier  this  morning  seemed  to  indicate 
that  the  same  type  of  certification  procedures  are  not  carried  out  in 
public  welfare  in  the  direct  distribution  program  as  in  the  food  stamp 
program. 
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This  may  be  true  in  other  States,  but  in  North  Carolina  we  follow 
the  same  method  of  determining  eligibility  for  the  direct  distribution 
of  surplus  commodities  as  we  do  for  food  stamps. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Aiken,  I  am  delighted  you  got  here  before 
this  hearing  was  over  because  you  are  one  of  the  "daddies”  of  this 
program.  You  have  been  advocating  it  for  many,  many  years,  and 
you  have  done  a  great  deal  to  bring  it  into  being. 

Earlier  we  had  Senator  Kennedy,  that  is,  Robert  Kennedy,  who 
testified,  and  Secretary  Freeman,  and  Reuben  Johnson  more  or  less 
just  sanctioned  what  Harry  Graham  said,  and  now  we  have  Mrs. 
Mitchiner  here.  And  I  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  in  any  comments 
or  questions  you  wish  to  make. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GEORGE  D.  AIKEN,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT 

Senator  Aiken.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  prepared  comments. 

My  first  experience  with  the  food  stamp  program  was  about  1939, 
I  believe,  when  it  was  tried  out  in  Vermont  and  apparently  worked 
the  best  of  any  of  the  recovery  programs  of  that  day.  That  was  the 
reason,  when  i  came  down  here  in  1941 — it  might  have  been  1943— 
I  joined  Senator  LaFollette  of  Wisconsin  in  introducing  a  bill  to 
reestablish  the  program.  We  kept  it  up  as  long  as  he  lived,  and  then 
Senator  Young  and  one  or  two  others  cosponsored  it  with  me  until 
1964.  That  year  Mrs.  Sullivan  in  the  House  introduced  it,  and  it 
seemed  like  a  good  idea  to  let  the  House  pass  it  first,  and  that  worked. 

It  has  now  been  established  in  Vermont  for  about  3  years.  It  has 
worked  exceptionally  well  and  the  cost  has  not  been  prohibitive. 

Senator  Jordan.  Vermont  got  $750,000  last  year,  and  their  con¬ 
tribution  was  $52,500  that  the  counties  and  State  had  to  contribute. 
Now,  if  20  percent  were  added  to  your  State,  Senator,  that  would 
jump  it  up  $150,000,  and  that  would  be  quite  a  burden  on  your 
population. 

Senator  Aiken.  Yes.  And  we  have  to  understand  if  it  is  discontinued 
the  State  would  have  to  pay  more  for  a  certain  percentage  who  now 
benefit  from  it.  Furthermore,  when  you  eliminate  the  contributions 
of  food,  usually  surplus,  lower  cost  food,  it  not  only  impairs  the  diet 
but  does  not  reduce  the  cost  of  the  Federal  Government  too  much. 

So  it  has  worked  better  than  anything  else  in  this  field. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Byrd  of  Virginia  was  here  part  of  the 
time  this  morning,  Senator  Boggs,  and  Senator  Young  was  here,  and 
we  had  a  good  representation  of  the  subcommittee. 

Senator  Aiken.  I  am  not  on  your  subcommittee - 

Senator  Jordan.  I  know  you  are  not,  but  you  are  always  a  very 
valued  and  welcome  member.  You  know,  we  do  not  go  exactly  by  the 
rules.  Anybody  on  the  committee  can  come  and  offer  any  suggestions, 
and  we  take  them,  and  we  get  a  lot  of  good  information  that  way. 

Senator  Aiken.  In  fact,  our  public  welfare  commissioner  in  Ver¬ 
mont,  Mr.  Wackerman,  who  is  one  of  the  best  in  the  country - 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  Yes;  we  know  him. 

Senator  Aiken  (continuing).  Told  me  last  time  I  was  home  that 
he  would  like  to  see  it  extended  to  the  whole  State  and  not  cover 
just  part  of  it.  They  have  much  better  diets  through  the  food  stamp 
program  than  they  had  under  the  surplus  food  distribution  program. 
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Wejused  to  find  cornmeal  that  was  given  them  out  on  the  dump 
somewhere. 

Senator  Jordan.  They  were  not  very  hungry  then. 

Senator  Aiken.  They  were  not  that  iiungry.  And  further  than  that, 
where  they  pay  a  substantial  part  of  the  cost  themselves,  it  does 
make  them  stand  straighter. 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  It  has  a  psychological  effect. 

Senator  Aiken.  They  walk  a  little  straighter. 

Senator  Jordan.  They  do.  Fine. 

Thank  you,  Mrs.  Mitchiner. 

When,  are  you  going  back  home? 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  I  am  going  back  this  afternoon. 

Senator  Jordan.  Well,  keep  them  straight  until  I  can  get  home 
this  weekend,  will  you? 

Mrs.  Mitchiner.  All  right,  thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  so  much  for  coming. 

Mrs.  Hamer. 

You  may  have  a  seat  anywhere  you  like  along  here,  Mrs.  Hamer. 

I  believe  you  are  representing  the  National  Council  of  Churches. 

Mrs.  Hamer.  Yes,  and  the  people  of  Mississippi. 

Senator  Jordan.  All  right;  will  you  give  your  full  name  and  your 
address,  and  whom  you  are  representing,  and  also  those  who  are 
with  you  this  morning. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  FANNIE  LOU  HAMER,  COMMISSION  ON  THE 

DELTA  MINISTRY,  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CHURCHES  OF 

CHRIST,  RULEVILLE,  MISS. 

Mrs.  Hamer.  My  name  is  Mrs.  Fannie  Lou  Hamer.  I  am  a  native 
of  Mississippi.  I  exist  at  626  East  Leaviat  Street,  Ruleville,  Miss. 
I  am  a  member  of  the  Commission  on  the  Delta  Ministry  of  the 
National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S.A.  I  am  speaking 
only  as  a  member  of  the  commission,  as  no  one  can  speak  for  all  the 
member  churches  of  the  National  Council  of  Churches. 

Senator  Jordan.  Do  you  have  any  statement  to  present  for  the 
record? 

Mrs.  Hamer.  I  had  this  statement  I  can  submit.  We  have  copies 
of  it. 

Senator  Jordan.  Fine,  fine.  I  know  Mr.  Moore  was  expecting  to 
be  here. 

Mrs.  Hamer.  Mr.  Moore  is  sick,  and  he  asked  me  to  come. 

Senator  Jordan.  Yes;  I  understand.  I  am  sorry  he  is  sick.  I  hope 
he  will  soon  be  better. 

Mrs.  Hamer.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  You  may  proceed,  and  the  statement  will  go 
into  the  record. 

Mrs.  Hamer.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  National  Council  of  Churches, 
as  an  agency  for  cooperative  witness  and  service  of  34  Protestant 
and  Orthodox  churches  in  the  United  States,  appreciates  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  its  concern  for  the  disadvantaged  in  the  State  of 
Mississippi. 
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The  National  Council  of  Churches  operates  an  extensive  mission 
and  service  program  in  Mississippi  entitled  “The  Delta  Ministry.” 
Daily  contact  with  scores  of  the  most  poor  indicate  to  us  that  a  crisis 
is  impending.  A  particular  problem  has  arisen  because  of  the  change- 
over  from  food  commodity  distribution  to  the  food  stain])  plan. 
Although  the  food  stamp  plan  has  much  to  commend  itself,  under  the 
present  guidelines  it  would  work  an  undue  hardship  upon  those  who 
have  no  cash  to  purchase  the  stamps. 

One  hundred  thousand  more  people  in  Mississippi  will  be  out  of 
work  in  1967,  according  to  the  noted  USDA  analyst,  Dr.  Calvin 
Beale  of  Washington,  D.C.  This  loss  of  work  is  a  result  of  further 
mechanization  in  cotton.  Many  of  those  out  of  work  will  be  permitted 
to  remain  on  the  plantations,  but  will  have  no  cash  income.  The 
changeover  from  the  distribution  of  surplus  commodity  food  to  the 
purchase  of  food  stamps  will  result  in  further  suffering  for  the  multi¬ 
tudes  of  the  poor  in  Mississippi.  Unless  cash  is  provided  or  the  pay¬ 
ment  waived,  the  people  will  go  hungry.  To  protest  inequity,  a  rally 
of  800  people  occurred  in  January  at  Cleveland,  Miss.  During  the 
week  of  March  13,  Mr.  Neil  Carter  of  the  USDA  Consumer  and 
Marketing  Service  heard  testimony  from  more  than  12  families  in 
Tallahatchie  County  to  the  effect  that  they,  and  scores  of  their 
neighbors,  had  no  cash  to  purchase  food  stamps.  On  April  14,  another 
team  from  the  USDA  heard  testimony  and  received  over  100  affi¬ 
davits  from  people  who  have  no  cash  income. 

The  Reverend  James  F.  McRee  of  341  Cameron,  Canton,  Miss., 
president  of  the  Madison  County  Movement,  says: 

People  don’t  have  money  to  purchase  stamps.  Not  as  many  people  buy  food 
stamps  as  received  surplus  commodities.  I  would  estimate  two-thirds  of  the  people 
who  received  commodities  can’t  afford  stamps.  Some  people  can’t  even  buy  stamps 
on  the  two-week  basis,  because  they  don’t  have  the  money  to  buy  the  stamps 
on  a  regular  basis.  If  you  don’t  buy  the  stamps  twice  in  a  row  you  are  told  you  have 
to  reapply.  A  lot  of  people  just  quit  the  program  completely  because  they  would 
rather  let  it  go  than  mess  with  the  red  tape. 

Mrs.  Mildred  Cosey  of  Route  2,  Box  110B,  Vicksburg,  Miss.,  says: 

I  accompanied  my  neighbor,  Mrs.  Willie  Mae  Thomas,  to  the  Vicksburg  food 
stamp  office.  When  she  didn’t  buy  stamps  they  told  her  she  wasn’t  going  to  get 
no  more  stamps.  She  said  she  owed  bills  and  couldn’t  buy  stamps.  Later  she 
received  a  letter  stating  she  was  not  going  to  get  stamps  any  more.  She  used  to 
receive  commodities  for  her  children,  who  go  to  school.  She  is  a  widow  and  receives 
a  social  security  check,  but  no  welfare. 

I  carried  another  lady  to  the  food  stamp  office  in  Vicksburg  by  the  name  of 
Mrs.  Sophia  Ransifier.  She  lived  in  the  rurals  and  received  disability  and  her 
husband  received  aid  to  the  blind.  She  was  getting  commodities,  but  when  she 
went  to  buy  food  stamps,  she  wasn’t  able  to  buy  the  stamps. 

Mr.  Eddie  Thomas,  2217  Letitia  St.,  Vicksburg,  Miss.,  says: 

I  attended  a  meeting  April  3  in  Beechwood,  Mississippi,  outside  of  Vicksburg, 
and  the  people  there  said  they  didn’t  like  the  food  stamp  program  because  they 
couldn’t  afford  them.  One  lady,  Mrs.  Caroina  Saunders,  has  six  children  and 
gets  ADC  help.  She  said  the  welfare  worker  told  her  she  would  have  her  ADC 
cut  if  she  went  out  and  got  work.  Yet  when  she  put  cash  in  for  those  stamps, 
she  didn’t  have  enough  money  for  other  expenses.  She  was  well  pleased  with  the 
return  she  got  with  the  stamps,  but  she  said  she  had  no  money  left  after  buying 
the  stamps.  She  has  to  clothe  those  children  and  pay  other  bills  but  she  can’t 
afford  to  take  care  of  those  things  now. 

The  Country  Board  of  Supervisors  brought  in  the  stamps  but  they  didn’t 
tell  nobody  about  it.  Later  1  spoke  with  them  and  they  told  me  that  if  there  were 
20  people  who  had  complaints,  the  U.S.  Agriculture  Department  would  come 
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down.  But  they  haven’t  come  down  yet.  The  food  stamp  program  began  here 
last  February. 

We  also  had  a  delegation  of  eight  people  who  complained  about  the  food  stamps 
to  the  man  in  the  Vicksburg  Food  Stamp  Office.  But  so  far,  everything  is  the  same. 

The  National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S.A.  has 
consistently  expressed  its  concern  for  public  assistance  programs. 

In  a  policy  statement  adopted  by  the  general  board  on  June  4,  1958, 
it  was  stated: 

The  primary  objective  of  public  assistance  programs  is  to  furnish  monetary 
assistance  to  persons  in  accordance  with  the  determined  degree  of  their  economic 
need. 

For  the  people  dependent  on  all  of  these  programs  there  is  universal  need  for  an 
improvement  in  the  standards  of  assistance  so  that  health  and  decency  may  be 
maintained.  The  churches  have  a  vital  role  to  play  in  raising  these  standards,  and 
churches  need  to  work  for  the  elimination  of  all  inequitable  and  punitive  policies. 

Many  of  the  counties  in  Mississippi  that  are  starting  the  food  stamp 
program  have  not  told  the  poor  people  about  it.  They  are  j  list  signing 
people  up  when  they  come  to  get  commodities.  And  they  are  not  ex¬ 
plaining  to  poor  people  how  the  program  works.  Six  counties  began  ^ 
the  stamp  program  in  January  and  eight  more  have  begun  in  February® 
and  March. 

In  some  counties  poor  people  are  being  told  they  will  lose  their  wel¬ 
fare  checks  if  they  do  not  sign  up  for  food  stamps.  A  very  bad  part  of 
the  program  is  that  people  must  pay  for  a  month’s  stamps  all  at  one 
time.  Many  people  do  not  have  that  much  money  together  at  one 
time. 

Some  people  who  will  be  buying  the  food  stamps  are  not  asked  if 
they  want  the  program.  In  many  counties  people  do  not  even  know 
that  their  county  supervisors  have  voted  to  have  a  stamp  program. 

Some  county  supervisors  want  the  food  stamp  program  because  it 
does  not  cost  the  county  as  much  money  to  operate  as  the  commodity 
program  does. 

Also,  many  businessmen  and  store  owners  want  food  stamps  because 
they  will  make  much  more  money  if  poor  people  have  to  buy  food  at 
stores  rather  than  getting  commodities. 

People  who  have  seen  the  food  stamp  program  in  action  say  that 
these  things  sometimes  happen: 

— Store  owners  sometimes  accept  stamps  only  for  the  most  high- 
priced  brands.  m 

■ — Retail  prices  often  are  raised  on  the  days  when  stamps  are  being  ® 
traded. 

— Public  meetings  to  explain  the  program  to  poor  people  are  not 
held  as  the  Federal  Government  says  they  should  be. 

— County  supervisors  do  not  tell  poor  people  that  they  have 
voted  to  have  food  stamps  instead  of  commodities. 

- — People  are  told  they  will  lose  their  welfare  checks  if  they  do  not 
sign  up  for  stamps. 

Many  poor  people  in  Mississippi,  and  the  delta  in  particular, 
cannot  participate  in  this  program  because  they  do  not  have  money. 
With  commodities  cut  off  they  will  not  have  any  food.  Alternatives 
include: 

■ — Providing  a  given  amount  of  free  or  bonus  stamps  to  people  under 
a  certain  income. 

— A  return  to  a  program  providing  free  commodities  to  people  who 
need  them. 
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- — An  integrated  staff  at  all  levels,  whatever  the  program. 

—In  counties  with  food  stamps,  commodities  issued  to  the  very 
poor  under  the  emergency  provisions  of  the  food  stamp  lawT;  certainly 
an  emergency  exists. 

— Strict  adherence  to  the  guidelines  by  management  and  store 
/  owners,  with  the  burden  of  enforcement,  not  upon  the  recipients,  but 
i  upon  the  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

— Desegregation  of  county  welfare  offices,  which,  as  part  of  these 
programs,  receive  Federal  money  and  are  in  violation  of  title  VI  of 
I  the  1964  Civil  Rights  Act. 

The  General  Board  of  the  National  Council  of  Churches,  on 
December  9,  1960,  in  a  resolution  entitled  “Ethical  Issue  in  the 
International  Age  of  Agriculture,”  concluded: 

Our  Lord  taught  his  disciples  to  pray,  “Give  us  this  day  our  daily  bread.” 

'  Christians  should  continue  to  seek  to  achieve  the  goal  implied  in  this  prayer  by 
breaking  the  barriers  which  persist  between  agricultural  abundance  and  human 
need.  Through  their  informed  and  sustained  efforts  toward  this  high  goal 
Christians  will  thereby  serve  Him  who  provides  and  cares  for  His  children  every- 
|  where. 

May  I  make  one  other  comment,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Senator  Jordan.  You  certainly  may. 

Mrs.  Hamer.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  hope  that  something  is 
done  about  the  situation  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  where  people  not 
only  have  not  been  able  to  buy  the  stamps,  but  we  have  had  people 
unable  to  pay  50  cents  to  go  pick  up  the  commodities  with  the  free 
stamp  programs. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Jordan.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your 
being  here  and  your  statement.  It  will  be  included  in  its  entirety  in 
the  record. 

Do  any  of  your  friends  wish  to  make  a  statement? 

Mrs.  Horn.  Yes.  I  am  Etta  Horn  from  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Senator  Jordan.  You  are  who? 

Mrs.  Horn.  Etta  Horn.  I  am  from  the  District. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  ETTA  HORN,  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  NATIONAL 

COORDINATING  COMMITTEE  OF  WELFARE  RIGHTS  GROUPS 

|  What  we  see  in  the  food  stamp  program  is  too  high — I  am  on 
welfare,  and  the  food  stamps  are  too  high.  By  the  time  we  buy  food 
stamps,  we  do  not  have  enough  money  left  to  pay  rent  and  buy 
children’s  clothes.  For  instance,  I  have  a  daughter  in  senior  high. 
When  I  get  finished  paying  for  her,  paying  for  something  for  her  to 
wear  to  school  and  the  other  kids  to  wear  to  school,  and  then  buy 
food  stamps  and  pay  rent,  we  just  do  not  have  anything  left. 

I  was  one  of  the  coordinators  who  went  down  to  the  Agriculture 
Department  and  spoke  about  this,  and  I  was  told  that  they  did  not 
care  about  whether  our  children  went  to  school  or  had  clothes  on, 
just  as  long  as  they  had  full  stomachs.  And  I  think  this  was  kind  of  a 
bad  attitude. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much.  That  is  a  good  observation. 

Did  you  have  something? 


48  FOOD  stamp  appropriations  authorization 

STATEMENT  OF  TIM  SAMPSON,  STAFF  ASSOCIATE,  POVERTY/ 

RIGHTS  ACTION  CENTER 

Mr.  Sampson.  Yes.  My  name  is  Tim  Sampson.  I  am  a  staff 
associate  with  the  Poverty/Rights  Action  Center  which  serves  as  a 
national  headquarters  for  the  welfare  rights  movement,  a  federation 
of  200  welfare  recipients  organizations  in  more  than  70  communities  1 
across  the  country.  And  we  are  hopeful  that  the  food  stamp  program 
not  only  will  continue,  but  will  address  itself  to  some  of  the  serious 
problems  in  its  functioning  which  have  been  identified  by  recipients. 

This  morning  testimony  was  given  from  farm  groups  and  from 
public  welfare  people  indicating  that  the  program  is  working  very 
well,  and  I  think  that  there  is  some  serious  mistake  here  and  some 
serious  problems,  and  that  people  have  not  been  hearing  the  voice 
of  the  welfare  recipients  who  are  deeply  concerned  about  this  program. 

New  York  was  mentioned;  just  this  week  in  New  York  400  people 
representing  welfare  recipients,  organized  welfare  recipients,  in  the 
city  of  New  York  demonstrated  before  the  department  of  public J|| 
welfare  to  demand  that  that  department  not  institute  the  food  stamp™ 
program  because  they  were  convinced  that  despite  some  of  the  benefits 
of  the  program  its  difficulties  and  its  harassments  to  them  as  people, 
would  not  make  it  a  good  program  for  them.  And  I  think  that  this  is 
serious  indictment  of  the  way  that  the  program  has  operated  because 
New  York  recipients  are  speaking  to  one  of  the  problems. 

I  would  just,  without  taking  too  much  of  the  committee’s  time,  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  like  to  mention  very  briefly  a  couple  of  the  key 
problems. 

The  major  problem,  as  Mrs.  Hamer  has  said,  in  Mississippi  and 
elsewhere  and  has  been  recognized  by  other  people  speaking  before 
the  committee  this  morning,  the  major  problem  has  been,  that  there 
are  people  who  can’t  afford  to  commit  that  portion  of  their  income 
which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  guidelines  require  in  order  to 
obtain  food  stamps.  It  is  either  too  much  money  for  them  to  commit 
or  in  the  case  of  many,  many  poor  people  in  the  South  and  in  urban 
America  in  the  North  they  do  not  have  any  part  of  their  income  that 
they  can — they  do  not  have  the  income  or  any  cash  that  they  can 
commit  to  the  purchase  of  food  stamps.  This  is  a  serious  problem. 
We  believe  some  adjustment  in  the  program  mustfbe  made  for  it,  4 
either  some  provision  for  giving  free  stamps  to  such  people  or  drastically^ 
lowering  these  guideline  amounts. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  as  Mrs.  Horn  mentioned,  when 
Members  of  the  National  Coordinating  Committee  of  Welfare  Rights 
Groups  met  with  them  recently,  was  not  at  all  interested  in  hearing 
any  of  the  complaints  that  we  recipients  had  about  the  program  nor 
in  any  negotiations  or  discussions  about  how  some  of  the  regulations 
might  be  shifted  to  provide  a  better  program  for  recipients  as  they 
experience  it. 

For  example,  one  way  that  this  program  could  be  much  more  re¬ 
sponsive  to  recipients’  needs  would  be  to  provide  a  range  for  the 
amount  that  the  recipient  has  to  spend.  Now,  that  is  a  fixed  amount. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  determines  in  any  area  how  much  a 
person  should  spend  for  food.  They  must  commit  that  portion  of 
their  income  in  order  to  receive  this  bonus.  We  would  urge  that  that 
at  least  be  a  very  flexible  amount. 


FOOD  STAJMP  APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZATION 


49 


Second,  recipients  who  are  kept  off  of  this  program — because  they 
have  irregular  purchases  of  stamps,  are  denied  getting  back  on  it — 
have  no  appeal  as  the  regulations  are  now  set  up.  We  believe  this  is 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  our  welfare  programs  as  reflected  in  the  Social 
Security  Act  requirements  that  recipients  be  allowed  a  right  to  a  fair 
hearing,  to  appeal  from  any  administrative  ruling. 

There  are  several  pages  of  spelled  out  procedures  for  store  owners 
to  file  when  they  have  been  denied  participation  in  the  program. 
They  have  a  set  procedure,  a  whole  elaborate  process  whereby  their 
rights  to  participate  in  a  program  to  receive  the  stamps  from  recipients 
are  safeguarded.  Recipients  have  no  such  rights  in  the  present  pro¬ 
gram.  And  these  are  but  a  few  of  the  ways  in  which  there  coidd  be — ■ 
in  which  recipients  voices  across  the  country,  people  who  are  receiving 
food  stamps — I  would  like  for  Mrs.  Horn  to  show  you  all  what  a  food 
stamp  coupon  looks  like.  I’ll  bet  most  of  the  people  here  have  not  had 
the  experience  of  seeing  a  food  stamp  coupon — and  I  think  that  this 
is  my  way,  if  you  will,  and  our  way,  as  representatives  of  recipients 
(telling  you — you  might  pass  it  around - 

Senator  Jordan.  I  know  what  it  looks  like. 

Mr.  Sampson  (continuing).  Telling  you  that  recipients  on  the 
receiving  end  of  these  programs  have  something  valuable  to  contribute 
in  terms  of  letting  you  know  how  these  programs  are  functioning. 
And  their  voices  must  be  heard  and  listened  to,  and  some  of  the  re¬ 
forms  they  urge  must  be  incorporated  in  this  law;  otherwise,  it  will 
be  in  fact,  a  law  for  the  farmers.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  on 
several  occasions  has  told  representatives  of  recipient  organizations 
that  this  is  not  a  welfare  program.  This  is  a  food  program.  If  you  want 
a  welfare  program,  go  over  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

Now,  the  response  that  the  recipients  have  made  to  that  is  that  it 
is  a  welfare  program.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  made  it 
very  clear  whose  welfare  it  is  for.  This  is  a  welfare  program  for  the 
farmers.  It  is  not  for  poor  people  because  their  voices,  their  concerns, 
their  needs  have  not  been  incorporated.  And  as  people  like  Mrs. 
Horn,  Mrs.  Hamer,  many  others  who  represent  welfare  recipients, 
are  here  and  available  to  speak,  we  would  hope  that  some  of  their 
concerns  are  entered  into  this  record,  and,  in  fact,  entered  into  the 
iprocess  of  changing  this  law  so  that  the  basic  principle  that  other 
people  have  spoken  to,  that  no  one  go  hungry  in  America,  can  be 
followed. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Sampson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Jordan.  We  appreciate  those  comments  that  you  added, 
and  I  can  assure  you  that  the  full  committee  will  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  all  the  comments  that  have  been  made  this  morning. 

If  anybody  has  a  statement  to  make  that  was  not  here  this  morning, 
we  will  give  them  1  week  to  present  that,  and  it  will  be  incorporated 
in  the  record — that  is,  a  written  statement.  There  will  not  be  any 
futher  hearings  on  this,  though,  open  hearings. 

Mrs.  Winifred  G.  Thompson,  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  did  send  a  statement  up.  That 
will  be  put  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows) : 
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Statement  of  Winifred  G.  Thompson,  Director,  Department  of  Public 
Welfare,  District  of  Columbia 

The  D.C.  Food  Stamp  Program  is  a  program  administered  by  the  D.C.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Welfare.  We  act  as  a  State  agency  under  an  agreement  between 
the  District  Commissioners  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  S.  953,  of 
course,  is  a  proposal  for  funding  a  Federal  program,  and  we  are  only  a  remote  i 
beneficiary  of  it.  However,  we  think  it  proper  to  offer  testimony  on  it.  Local 
program  operation  is,  ultimately,  the  test  of  the  virtue  of  the  proposed  legisla-  , 
tion. 

We  also  feel  that  we  have  a  responsibility  to  this  Committee.  Our  program  is  ! 
nearest  geographically.  Low-income  families  within  sight  of  the  Capitol  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  they,  and  the  community,  profit  from  the  I 
relationship. 

Over  thirty  per  cent  of  our  families  who  buy  and  use  Food  Stamps  do  not  receive  i 
Public  Assistance  payments.  This  number  is  steadily  growing  and  this  is  good  for 
the  basic  premise  of  this  legislation  is  radically  different  from  the  commonly  held 
philosophies  of  public  welfare. 

Participating  families  make  their  own  decisions  to  join  or  not  to  join  the  pro¬ 
gram,  then  use  their  own  funds  to  finance  purchase  of  Food  Coupons.  In  the  j 
District  of  Columbia,  Food  Stamps  are  not  sold  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare,  but  are  sold  across  the  counter  by  tellers  of  participating  commercial^! 
banks  under  contract  with  us. 

Users  of  Food  Stamps  select  the  retail  stores  where  they  spend  Food  Coupons 
from  among  442  approved  retail  food  stores,  who  are  not  only  willing  to  cooperate, 
but  who  have  found  it  profitable  indeed  in  terms  of  the  increased  purchasing 
power  made  available  to  otherwise  severely  limited  food  buyers.  We  feel  now  that 
merchandising  practices  have  been  affected  to  the  extent  that  grocers  who,  in 
the  past,  found  it  commercially  unfeasible  to  offer  variety  foods  in  poverty  areas 
now  do  so  in  anticipation  of  reasonable  inventory  turnover.  The  result  is  that 
needy  families  are  able  to  provide  their  children  with  that  necessary  variety  in 
diet  which  is  essential  to  adequate  nutritional  levels. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  does  not  “give’'  something  in  the  sense  that  cash 
grants  for  Public  Assistance  “give”.  Rather,  the  Food  Stamp  Program  provides 
opportunity  for  needy  families  to  obtain  minimum  food  requirements  for  their 
families  with  what  they  have,  no  matter  how  small  their  income  may  be.  The 
benefits  provided  are  not  excessive  and  at  the  very  low  income  levels  they  may 
seem  quite  small,  but  this  particular  feature  reinforces  the  essentially  American 
notion  that  families  prefer  to  make  do  with  what  they  have  rather  than  seek  the 
charity  of  their  neighbors. 

Every  Food  Stamp  family  must  contribute  to  the  extent  of  its  ability  before 
receiving  any  benefit  whatever!  We  affirm  this  as  good  business  for  the  country 
over  and  above  the  benefit  to  the  economy  so  graphically  expressed  by  Senator 
Robert  C.  Byrd  at  the  time  when  he  introduced  the  bill  which  is  now  being 
considered. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  not  “welfare”  in  the  sense  that  the  term  is  usually ^ 
used.  However,  the  use  of  Food  Stamps  does  have  an  effect  on  households  which* 
do  receive  Public  Assistance  payments  through  our  agency.  It  is  a  truism  that^ 
many  families  who  receive  Public  Assistance  have  household  management  prob¬ 
lems,  and  this  despite  the  best  efforts  of  caseworkers  who  are  in  contact  with 
them. 

Food  Stamp  workers  tell  us  that  management  in  these  households  is  improving, 
that  purchase  of  Food  Stamps,  which  represent  the  month’s  food  budget,  induces 
these  households  to  make  reasonable  allocations  of  stamps  for  periodic  food 
purchasing,  with  reservations  for  “special”  shopping  and  bulk  staple  purchases. 
Since  we  are  not  now  deeply  involved  in  aggressive  consumer  education  projects, 
we  can  make  no  hard  assessment  of  the  extent  of  this  improvement  in  household 
management  practice,  but  we  do  feel  that  there  has  been  such  improvement  and 
that  the  Food  Stamp  Program  has  made  its  contribution  to  it. 

Prior  to  our  participation  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  the  D.C.  Department 
of  Public  Welfare  distributed  commodities  under  the  Donated  Foods  Program. 
Our  participants  feel  that  Food  Stamps  are  far  superior.  They  appreciate  the 
opportunity  for  variety  buying  and  the  relative  independence  and  dignity  offered 
by  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  We  have  the  aggressive  support  of  public  health 
agencies  who  help  us  to  inform  needy  families  and  also  to  assist  those  families  in 
wisest  use  of  stamps  in  improving  diet.  Adequate  diet  is  necessary  to  full  life  and 
vigor,  to  effective  performance  by  wage-earners,  and  to  response  to  education  by 
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the  children  of  needy  families.  Cooperating  agencies  include  private  health  and 
community  service  organizations  as  well  as  the  D.C.  Department  of  Public  Health. 
We  are  united  in  an  effort  to  inform  the  needy  of  this  new  approach  to  helping 
people  help  themselves. 

A  particular  area  of  concern  has  been  meeting  the  need  of  Social  Security 
pensioners  whose  retirement  payments  are  grossly  inadecpiate  to  provide  the  diet 
necessary  to  health  and  well-being,  but  who  enjoy  the  feeling  of  independence 
derived  from  use  of  Food  Stamps  rather  than  direct  welfare-type  supplementation. 
Despite  inherent  difficulties  in  reaching  this  group  with  information,  their  partici¬ 
pation  is  growing. 

To  demonstrate  the  need  for  continued  effort  in  the  specific  problem  area  of 
participation  by  senior  citizens,  we  surveyed  a  segment  of  people  known  to  our 
agency  through  another  program.  The  group  we  consider  here  are  persons  approved 
during  the  months  of  February  and  March  of  this  year  for  aid  as  aged  medical 
indigents  under  the  Kerr-Mills  program.  We  emphasize  that  these  people  are  not 
in  receipt  of  Public  Assistance  payments.  They  have  income,  but  such  low  income, 
as  verified  by  our  agency,  that  they  require  some  assistance  with  medical  neces¬ 
sities.  In  short,  they  are  old,  ailing,  and  poor,  and  may  be  expected  to  require 
even  better  diet  than  some  of  the  rest  of  us. 

After  excluding  all  persons  other  than  those  residing  in  households — that  is, 
institutional  cases  and  the  like — we  found  that  of  the  remainder  fewer  than  seven 
per  cent  now  participate  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 

Our  program  is  small — something  in  excess  of  6,000  participating  households 
involving  a  few  less  than  25,000  persons.  We  attribute  this  to  two  basic  reasons. 
The  first  is  the  difficulty  in  providing  information  about  the  program  and  its 
benefits  to  people  who  are  somewhat  removed  from  the  mainstream  of  society 
by  their  poverty.  The  second  is  that  the  Food  Stamp  Program  extends  benefits 
to  only  those  who  are  willing  to  contribute  their  own  best  effort  to  help  themselves. 
Only  after  expending  their  own  cash  to  the  limit  of  their  ability  to  do  so,  do  they 
receive  “bonus”  stamps.  This  may  restrict  participation  to  a  degree,  but  it 
assures  maximum  beneficial  use  of  program  funds.  These  families  want  to  do  better 
than  they  can  and  are  willing  to  try! 

The  D.C.  Department  of  Public  Welfare  is  committed  to  promoting  maximum 
use  of  this  program  within  the  limits  of  the  eligibility  requirements  imposed  by 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  as  implemented  by  our  regulations  and  those  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  The  law  wisely  provided  effective  controls  for  prevention 
of  abuses.  We  have  found  them  enforceable  with  no  undue  hardship  to  our 
participants  and  with  no  excessive  expense  to  the  agency. 

We  strongly  urge  favorable  action  by  the  Committee  and  make  no  recom¬ 
mendations  for  essential  changes. 

Senator  Jordan.  Tliank  you.  That  will  conclude  this  hearing. 

I  want  to  thank  every  one  of  you  for  being  here,  those  who  par¬ 
ticipated,  and  those  who  came  to  learn  what  goes  on  in  a  hearing. 
And  I  hope  you  profited  by  the  hearing. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:50  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned,  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair.) 

(Additional  statements  filed  for  the  record  are  as  follows:) 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 

April  28,  1967. 

Hon.  B.  Everett  Jordan, 

Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Research  and  General  Legislation, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  received  a  number  of  messages  from  Alabama 
concerning  H.R.  1318,  the  Food  Stamp  Authorization  Bill  of  1967,  all  of  them 
strongly  opposing  that  section  of  the  bill  which  would  assess  20  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  Food  Stamp  program  to  the  various  States. 

As  these  correspondents  point  out,  the  inclusion  of  this  section  will  make  it 
impossible  for  most  States  to  participate  in  the  program,  since  they  would  be 
unable  to  take  on  this  additional  burden. 
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I  invite  your  attention  to  the  comments  of  Governor  Wallace  and  those  of 
Ruben  K.  King,  Commissioner  of  Pensions  and  Security  for  the  State  of  Alabama. 
I  also  enclose  letters  which  have  come  to  me  from  food  distributors  and  processors. 
With  best  wishes,  I  am 
Sincerely, 


John  Sparkman. 


State  of  Alabama, 
Montgomery,  Ala.,  April  24,  1967. 

Hon.  John  Sparkman, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Sparkman:  Both  as  Governor  of  Alabama  and  Chairman  of 
the  State  Board  of  Pensions  and  Security,  I  am  writing  to  express  my  concern 
about  H.R.  1318,  the  Food  Stamp  Authorization  Bill  of  1967.  Mr.  King  has  shared 
with  me  his  communications  to  you  and  all  other  members  of  the  Alabama  Con¬ 
gressional  Delegation  regarding  this  bill.  I  am  writing  to  say  that  I  wholeheartedly 
concur  in  his  analysis  of  the  situation. 

Both  the  Surplus  Food  Program  and  the  Food  Stamp  Program  are  of  great 
benefit  to  needy  Alabamians  in  the  counties  in  which  they  operate.  We  have  been 
concerned  that  all  counties  have  not  taken  advantage  of  one  or  the  other  of  these 
programs.  This  is  partially  because  of  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Pensions 
and  Security  does  not  have  enough  State  funds  to  defray  the  entire  cost  of  the 
Commodity  Distribution  and  Food  Stamp  Programs.  Instead,  it  has  to  be  sold 
to  the  counties  with  a  request  that  they  participate  in  the  cost.  We  have  been 
pleased  that  additional  counties  are  participating,  and  others  are  considering 
entering  the  program.  If  H.R.  1318  were  enacted,  it  is  my  considered  judgment 
that  the  F ood  Stamp  Program  could  no  longer  operate  in  any  counties  in  Alabama. 

For  this  reason  I  respectfully  urge  you  to  use  your  influence  in  seeing  that  H.R. 
1318  is  not  enacted  because  it  would  be  a  real  disservice  to  the  needy  people  in 
Alabama.  I  am  sending  a  similar  letter  to  all  members  of  the  Alabama  Congres¬ 
sional  Delegation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Lurleen  B.  Wallace, 

Governor „ 
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March  29,  1967. 

Hon.  Bill  Nichols 
Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Nichols:  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  letter  of  March 
23,  1967,  informing  me  about  the  action  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  which 
proposed  to  have  the  States  bear  20%  of  the  cost  of  the  free  food  stamps  issued 
to  recipients. 

Last  year  in  Jefferson  and  Walker  Counties  we  distributed  $1,463,690.00  in 
free  food  stamps  to  recipients.  You  can  readily  see  that  20%  of  this  figure  would 
be  $292,738.00  if  we  had  to  bear  that  portion  of  the  cost.  We  opened  the  Greene 
County  Food  Stamp  Program  in  January,  and  have  just  this  month  opened  in 
Lamar  and  Dallas  Counties.  We  do  not  have  figures  on  these  counties  but  it 
would  be  reasonable  to  assume  that  by  including  these  the  current  amount  could 
very  easily  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $400,000.00.  We  have  opened  the  program 
and  will  begin  selling  stamps  in  Bullock  County  probably  the  first  of  June  which 
will  add  to  this  figure. 

Dealing  with  the  overall  situation  we  believe  that  we  should  take  into  account 
just  what  such  a  policy  would  do  if  we  opened  the  program  in  all  sixty-seven 
counties,  and  we  believe  that  we  should  be  prepared  to  treat  all  counties  alike. 
Our  experience  to  date  leads  us  to  believe  that  Walker  County  is  a  fair  estimate 
of  what  we  might  expect  to  find  in  counties  throughout  the  State.  It  would,  of 
course,  vary  from  count}"  to  county  but  we  believe  Walker  County  would  give 
us  a  fair  estimate.  Last  year  we  issued  food  stamps  to  4,878  people.  This  was 
9%  of  the  population  of  Walker  County.  The  1960  census  shows  that  Alabama 
had  a  population  of  3,266,740  people.  Nine  percent  of  that  figure  would  lead 
us  to  believe  that  if  we  were  operating  statewide  we  would  serve  294,000  per¬ 
sons  per  month.  The  average  value  of  free  food  stamps  given  per  month  is  approx¬ 
imately  $7.50,  which  means  we  would  issue  free  stamps  in  one  month  valued  at 
$2,205,000.00  or  a  total  of  $26,460,000.00  in  one  year.  Again,  applying  the  20% 
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figure  as  a  proposed  participation  for  States,  the  cost  to  the  State  of  Alabama 
in  one  year  would  amount  to  $5,292,000.00. 

It  is  my  considered  opinion  that  such  a  move  on  the  part  of  the  Congress 
in  this  respect  would  defeat  all  of  the  good  work  that  has  been  done  since  the 
program  was  first  instituted.  We  feel  that  the  program  has  been  beneficial  to 
eligible  recipients  in  Alabama  and  has  been  a  material  boost  to  the  economy 
where  it  has  been  operating  as  all  of  the  free  or  bonus  stamps  respresent  that 
much  additional  food  purchasing  power. 

Departing  from  the  above  I  should  like  to  add  that  we  have  already  experienced 
great  difficulty  in  selling  the  program  to  county  governments.  This  office  directs 
and  supervises  the  program,  but  the  basic  funds  for  operating  the  program  are 
supplied  by  the  county  governments  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
participating  in  the  cost  of  administration  to  the  tune  of  about  one-third  of  the 
cost  of  personnel.  In  addition  to  that  cost,  the  county  has  to  supply  office  space 
and  other  local  facilities.  We  have  had  several  of  the  county  governments  approach 
us  on  getting  state  relief  through  the  legislature  in  the  cost  of  administration.  We 
have  not  yet  worked  up  anything  on  this  subject,  but  we  know  that  we  will  be 
pressed  for  some  sort  of  action. 

Again,  looking  at  the  Food  Stamp  Program  in  an  overall  manner  I  think  I  can 
say  without  fear  of  contradiction  that  the  whole  idea  of  States  participating  would 
cause  mass  withdrawal  of  participation  in  the  program  by  the  States  and  par¬ 
ticularly  Alabama. 

I  want  to  express  my  sincere  appreciation  to  you  for  bringing  this  matter  to 
my  attention. 

Cordially  yours, 


Ruben  K.  King, 

Commissioner,  Department  of  Pensions  and  Security,  Slate  of  Alabama. 


Birmingham,  Ala.,  April  11,  1967. 

Hon.  John  J.  Sparkman, 

8213  New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  We  are  informed  that  there  is  a  bill  before  Congress  that 
proposes  to  revamp  the  Federal  Food  Stamp  Program,  by  requiring  the  states 
to  participate  up  to  20%  of  the  cost  of  the  coupons  issued  to  the  needy.  We  are 
not  too  familiar  with  the  status  of  this  bill  at  the  present  time,  but  believe  that  it 
would  have  the  effect  of  killing  the  Food  Program  so  far  as  Alabama  is  concerned. 

The  Stamp  Program  is  the  most  practical  way  to  issue  food  to  the  needy,  in 
giving  them  a  balanced  diet  and  at  the  same  time,  to  distribute  the  commodities 
through  the  regular  channels. 

We  trust  that  you  will  do  what  you  can  to  kill  this  bill  and  continue  the  Stamp 
Program  as  it  is  now  set  up. 

Thanking  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  request,  I  am 
Yours  very  truly, 


Clarence  M.  Pinson, 

Western  Grain  Co. 


April  10,  1967. 

Hon.  John  J.  Sparkman, 

3218  New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  We  have  been  advised  that  the  Federal  Food  Stamp  Program, 
which  has  been  so  successful  in  feeding  the  needy,  is  now  before  Congress  with  a 
bill  which  proposes  to  revamp  this  program  by  requiring  participating  states  to 
pay  for  20  percent  of  the  bonus  coupons  issued  to  the  recipients.  It  is  our  under¬ 
standing  that  this  amendment  has  passed  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  and 
should  be  voted  upon  by  the  House  in  the  near  future. 

This  is  a  very  unwise  proposal  and  one  that  could  not  secure  immediate  funding 
by  the  State  of  Alabama.  In  urging  previous  support  by  the  Alabama  Congres¬ 
sional  Delgation  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  we  pointed  out  that  this  method 
built  self  respect  among  the  needy  and  placed  their  purchases  of  food  products  in 
the  regular  channels  of  trade.  If  the  states  do  not  accept  the  bonus  stamp  proposal 
which  would  require  them  to  raise  a  20  percent  matching  fund,  then  the  former 
program  would  again  be  activated.  Under  this  plan,  surplus  commodity  products 
were  given  to  the  needy  without  regard  to  the  quantity  of  each  product  or  to  the 
family’s  ability  to  consume  same.  Much  of  it  was  fed  to  pigs  and  livestock.  Some 
was  wasted  and  others  bartered  for  something  the  recipient  desired.  May  we  de¬ 
pend  upon  you  to  vote  against  the  proposed  amendment  which  would  require  the 
states  to  purchase  bonus  coupons  in  the  amount  of  20  percent  of  the  face  value. 
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As  you  perhaps  know,  the  Alabama  Food  Council,  which  we  represent,  has  as 
members  all  segments  of  the  food  industry — manufacturers,  wholesalers,  retailers 
and  others.  We  are  united  in  believing  that  the  best  method  of  improving  the  diet 
of  the  needy  is  through  the  coupon  method. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Milton  R.  Durrett, 

Manager,  Alabama  Food  Council,  Alabama  Merchants  Association. 


Salem,  Oreg., 

April  24,  1967. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senator, 

417  Old  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  We  were  recently  advised  by  Farris  Bryant  of  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning,  that  H.R.  1318,  the  Food  Stamp  Authorization  Bill,  has 
been  amended  by  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  to  require,  effective 
July  1,  1969,  each  participating  state  to  contribute  20  per  cent  of  the  bonus 
value  of  the  stamps.  In  view  of  our  having  observed  the  simultaneous  operation 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  and  the  Abundant  Foods  Plan  in  Oregon,  I  feel  it  ap¬ 
propriate  to  advise  you  of  our  thinking  on  the  proposed  change. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  Food  Stamp  Plan,  since  its  initiation  in  1963,  has 
been  to  decrease  participation  in  Multnomah  County.  In  November,  1962,  the 
last  full  month  of  the  Abundant  Food  Program,  25,025  persons  (4.75  per  cent  of 
Multnomah  County’s  population)  participated.  In  November,  1966  under  the 
Food  Stamp  Plan,  10,557  persons  took  advantage  of  the  stamps.  This  accounted 
for  1.9  per  cent  of  Multnomah  County’s  population.  Even  more  significant, 
however,  is  the  massive  decrease  which  has  occurred  in  the  number  of  non- 
Public  Welfare  recipients  taking  advantage  of  these  programs.  In  1962,  over 
50  per  cent  of  the  persons  drawing  Abundant  Foods  were  non-Public  Welfare 
Assistance  recipients.  A  similar  percentage  was  reflected  in  the  rest  of  the  state. 
By  1966,  the  proportion  of  non-public  assistance  recipients  participating  in  all 
counties  other  than  Multnomah  County,  had  risen  to  55.4  per  cent.  Under 
the  Food  Stamp  Plan,  however,  the  proportion  of  non-public  assistance  recipients 
had  dropped  to  16.4  per  cent  of  the  already  reduced  total  number  served.  I 
am  attaching  a  brief  schedule  which  indicates  the  comparisons  which  can  be 
drawn  between  1962  and  1966. 

One  of  the  basic  reasons  for  these  results  is  the  restrictiveness  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Plan  coupled  with  the  lack  of  clear  guidelines  on  the  part  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture.  On  several  occasions  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  refused  to  clearly  lay  out  the  rules  and  regualtions  for  operation  and  has  asked 
for  the  best  judgment  of  officils  of  the  State  of  Oregon.  After  consideration,  when 
specific  proposals  for  modifying  operating  practices  were  forwarded  to  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  these  have  been  denied. 

The  primary  area  of  restrictive  rulings  is  in  the  amount  of  the  individual’s 
budget  that  must  be  spent  in  order  to  qualify  for  the  stamp  program.  A  second 
area  is  the  requirement  of  regularity  of  purchase,  which  means,  as  now  interpreted, 
that  if  the  individual  misses  purchasing  more  than  two  times  in  six  months,  he 
must  go  through  the  complete  recertification  process.  This  has  resulted  in  certi¬ 
fication  costs  approximately  60  per  cent  higher  per  capita  in  Multnomah  County 
than  in  the  rest  of  the  State  of  Oregon.  While  Federal  matching  funds  are  available 
for  certification  costs  of  non-public  assistance  recipients,  these  only  partially 
offset  the  additional  costs. 

In  view  of  the  above  factors,  while  we  feel  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  could  be  of 
significant  benefit,  as  it  is  now  administered  by  the  U.S.D.A.,  we  would  prefer 
that  the  program  be  withdrawn  and  replaced  with  the  Abundant  Foods  Program, 
if  we  were  required  to  bear  a  portion  of  the  stamp  costs.  If,  however,  we  were 
given  the  discretion  necessary  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  stamps  required  to  be 
purchased,  coupled  with  a  significant  relaxation  or  elimination  of  the  restrictive 
provisions  relating  to  regulation  of  purchase,  we  would  be  in  a  position  to  consider 
participation  in  the  cost  of  the  stamps. 

I  hope  this  information  will  be  useful  to  you  in  your  consideration  of  these 
amendments  and  the  Food  Stamp  Program  as  they  will  be  presented  to  you  in  the 
coming  months.  If  we  can  provide  you  with  any  additional  information  on  this 
subject,  please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 


Tom  McCall,  Governor. 
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Comparison  of  food  stamp  and  abundant  food  programs 


November  1962 
Abundant  food 

November  1966 
Food  stamps 

Multnomah  County 

PA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

12, 386 
(50.5%)  12,639 

8,818 
(16.4%)  1,739 

Non-PA _ _ _ _ _ _  .  _ 

25, 025 

10, 557 

All  other  counties 

Abundant  food 

Abundant  food 

PA _ 

Non-PA _ 

Total. 


14, 990 
(51. 6%)  15,988 


19, 766 
(55.4%)  24,557 


30, 978 


44,323 


Washington,  D.C.,  April  25,  1967. 

lirHon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  opposed 
to  the  legislation  to  extend  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  which  is  now  before  your  Com¬ 
mittee. 

L  Farm  Bureau  policy  on  this  issue  is  as  follows: 

fi  “The  government  food  stamp  plan,  started  in  1961  on  a  pilot  basis,  has  been 
expanded  to  include  a  number  of  additional  areas.  It  has  not  increased  food 
consumption  significantly.  Instead  it  has  transferred  a  part  of  the  total  cost  of 
food  for  relief  distribution  to  the  federal  government.  While  we  recognize  that  there 
are  some  people  in  this  country  who  need  diets  with  higher  nutritional  standards, 
we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  federal  government  to  dis¬ 
tribute  free  food  to  improve  dietary  standards  through  a  government  food  stamp 
plan.  We  are  opposed  to  any  food  stamp  plan.” 

We  would  appreciate  this  letter  being  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 
Sincerely  yours, 

John  C.  Lynn, 

Legislative  Director,  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 


April  15,  1967. 

Senator  B.  Everett  Jordan, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Research 

t  and  General  Legislation,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

“  The  National  Farmers  Organization  strongly  supports  and  urges  the  passage 
of  Bill  S953  to  extend  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  We  oppose  the  State  sharing  pro¬ 
vision  that  was  included  in  the  House  committee  report.  The  food  stamp  plan 
should  play  an  ever  increasing  role  in  overcoming  the  financial  limitations  to 
better  diets  on  the  part  of  our  low  income  families.  We  request  that  this  statement 
be  included  in  the  Record. 

Harvey  Sickels, 

Secretary,  National  Farmers  Organization,  Corning,  Iowa. 


Washington  D.C.,  April  25,  1967. 

Hon.  B.  Everett  Jordan, 

Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Research  and  General  Legislation, 

Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chairman  Jordan:  The  Industrial  Union  Department,  AFL-CIO, 
consisting  of  60  affiliated  trade  unions,  with  6}i  million  members,  strongly  supports 
the  Food  Stamp  program. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  became  law  in  1964,  it  marked  the  first  victory  in 
this  nation’s  war  on  poverty.  It  established  public  policy  that  fully  recognized 
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that  a  nutritionally  adequate  diet  is  a  prerequisite  for  breaking  the  poverty  cycle 
among  the  poor. 

We  urge  the  permanent  extension  of  the  Food  Stamp  program.  We  firmly  oppose 
any  amendments  which  would  reduce  its  scope.  We  strongly  oppose  any  amend¬ 
ments  that  would  require  local  or  state  governments  to  pay  matching  grants,  or 
otherwise  finance  this  program.  We  also  oppose  any  amendments  that  would  re¬ 
duce  the  federal  authorization. 

We  believe  that  the  Food  Stamp  program  is  intrinsically  superior  to  the  direct 
food  program.  It  utilizes  normal  channels  of  distribution  with  resulting  economies. 

It  is  more  convenient  for  the  needy.  It  provides  the  poor  a  much  greater  range  of 
foods — essentials  such  as  meats,  vegetables,  fruit  and  milk — with  resulting  im¬ 
provements  in  nutrition.  Any  increased  imposition  of  costs  on  local  governments 
will  inevitably  result  in  a  decrease  in  participation  and  without  even  the  assurance 
that  counties  discontinuing  food  stamps  will  institute  the  inferior  direct  distribu¬ 
tion  program. 

Our  support  for  the  Food  Stamp  program  is  also  in  keeping  with  the  IUD’s 
record,  and  the  labor  movement’s  as  a  whole,  of  support  for  measures  designed  to- 
support  farm  prices  and  farm  incomes,  and  the  record  over  the  years  will  demon¬ 
strate  this  support.  We  have  not  taken  a  narrow  parochial  view  of  rural  problems 
although  we  have  few  members  there.  We  have  insisted  year  in  and  out  that  the 
problems  of  rural  people  are  problems  for  urban  people  and  for  organized  workers. 

We  do  not  believe  that  prosperity  and  the  good  life  can  be  obtained  by  urban4| 
people  unless  they  can  be  shared  by  rural  people.  H 

As  we  have  supported  agricultural  production  control  legislation,  we  have  also 
supported  the  use  of  our  agricultural  abundance  for  supporting  free  governments 
abroad  and  reducing  poverty  here  at  home.  We  have  always  supported  the  school 
lunch  program,  the  milk  program,  the  direct  food  distribution  program  and  the 
food  stamp  program — all  on  the  grounds  that  these  programs  contribute  to  higher 
farm  incomes  while  at  the  same  time  improving  the  health  and  living  standards 
of  the  American  people. 

We  are  frank  to  say  that  improvements  in  the  present  program  should  be  made. 
But  such  improvements  can  only  be  achieved  if  federal  moneys  are  not  cut  and 
if  local  and  state  governments  are  not  required  to  provide  additional  financial 
support.  Obviously,  one  of  our  prime  concerns  is  the  lack  of  adequate  food  for 
the  poor. 

Neither  the  direct  food  distribution  program  nor  the  food  stamp  program  has 
reached  many  of  the  poorest  counties  in  the  nation,  apparently  because  local 
governments  largely  have  been  unable  or  unwilliug  to  take  advantage  of  the 
programs.  How  many  of  the  non-participating  local  units  have  failed  to  establish 
these  programs  because  of  the  current  costs  of  supporting  them  we  do  not  know, 
but  it  appears  obvious  that  cost  is  and  has  been  an  important  factor  in  denying 
to  many  of  our  poorest  citizens  access  to  the  minimum  necessities  of  life.  In 
Mississippi,  for  example,  the  operation  of  such  programs  was  at  a  minimum  until 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  provided  funds  to  subsidize  local  costs  of 
administration. 

Even  under  existing  authority  and  financing  arrangements,  we  are  informed 
that  less  than  2  percent  of  the  poor  in  South  Carolina  and  Virginia  have  access^ 
to  any  food  distribution  program.  In  Alabama  less  than  12  percent  of  those™; 
in  poverty  have  such  access.  In  view  of  the  impact  which  continuing  mechaniza¬ 
tion  and  the  new  cotton  program  are  having  on  small  farmers,  sharecroppers 
and  farm  workers  in  the  South,  the  need  for  the  kind  of  assistance  provided  by 
these  programs  is  increasing,  not  decreasing.  In  all  humanity  we  urge  that  this  is 
no  time  to  attempt  to  shift  an  additional  financial  burden  onto  these  areas; 
the  result  will  inevitably  be  curtailments  of  existing  operations,  and  a  postpone¬ 
ment  of  the  day  when  other  counties  can  be  added.  Were  it  to  happen,  there 
would  be  an  increase  in  the  numbers  of  people  suffering  from  malnutrition  rather 
than  a  diminution.  Studies  indicate  that  there  are  serious  deficiencies  in  the  ex¬ 
isting  food  programs. 

Large  numbers  of  desperately  poor  people  receive  no  food  from  any  federal 
program,  since  many  of  the  poorest  counties  are  without  any  program.  In  the 
shift  from  direct  distribution  to  food  stamps  there  is  in  many  areas  a  sharp  drop 
in  the  number  of  families  participating,  due  in  part  to  the  mechanics  of  recertifica¬ 
tion,  and  in  part  to  other  factors,  including  the  difficulty  with  which  people  living 
on  low  and  frequently  intermittent  or  seasonal  incomes  adjust  to  fixed  monthly 
payments.  Moreover,  even  with  the  small  payments  presently  required  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  some  families  simply  do  not  have  even  those  small 
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amounts  and  must  endure  without  even  the  amount  of  aid  they  enjoyed  from 
direct  distribution. 

The  IUD  has  already  recommended  to  Secretary  Freeman  to  direct  federal 
distribution  where  local  governments  refuse  to  allow  their  poor  to  take  advantage 
of  these  programs.  We  have  urged  the  Secretary  to  make  stamps  available  free 
to  families  without  income,  and  to  smooth  over  the  transition  from  direct  dis¬ 
tribution  to  food  stamps  more  carefully  to  reduce  the  adverse  impact  demon¬ 
strated  in  the  past. 

But  these  suggested  improvements  of  the  existing  program  only  demonstrate 
our  concern  for  continuing  the  Food  Stamp  program. 

We  would  appreciate  inclusion  of  this  letter  as  part  of  the  hearing  record. 
Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


Jack  T.  Conway, 

Executive  Director,  Industrial  Union  Department,  AFL-CIO. 
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90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  1318 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


January  10, 1967 

Mrs.  Sullivan  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Eood  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Be  present  a- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Con  press  assembled, 

3  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  1(3  of 

4  the  Eood  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  “and  not  in  excess  of  such  sum  as  may  hereafter  be  autlior- 

6  ized  by  Congress  for  any  subsequent  fiscal  year”  and  sub- 

7  stituting  therefor  “and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year  such 

8  sum  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

9  Act.” 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 1895 


Administration  on  Aging — Research  and  development  grants,  Jan.  1-Dec.  SI,  1966 — Continued 

DEVELOPMENT  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS— Continued 


Organization 


ROLES  FOR  THE  AGING 

ArkansaX Little  Rock:  AA-4-67-032-01 

Illinois,  wtnnetka:  AA-4-67-031-01 _ 

New  V ork.'Now  York:  A  A-4-67 -035-01 
Ohio,  Martink  Ferry:  AA-4-67-034-01  _ . 

Oregon,  Portland:  AA-4-66-000 . . 

Vermont,  Newport:  AA-4-  67-033-01 _ 

SENIOR  CENTERS 

Illinois,  Chicago:  Aa\j  66-018 
M  innesota,  Rochester  :\\  A-4-66-020 

Nebraska,  Omaha:  AA-tAiO-  OlS 

Now  York,  Long  Island:  AA\4-66-009 

Oliio,  Cincinnati:  AA-4-66-017) 

Rhode  Island,  Providence:  AA-4\66- 002 

California,  San  Francisco:  AA-4-66-005 
California,  Los  Angeles:  AA-4-66-011 _ 

Florida,  Tallahassee:  AA-4-67-036-01 _ 

Illinois,  Chicago:  AA-4-67-030-01 _ _ 

Louisiana,  Baton  Rouge:  AA-4-66-022 _ 

Massachusetts,  Boston:  AA-4-66-024 . 

New  York,  Ithaca:  AA-4-66-010 _ _ 

Ohio,  Oxford:  AA-4-66-012. . . . 

Pennsylvania,  Harrisburg:  A  A-4-6 7-027-01 

Washington,  Tacoma:  AA-4-66-008 _ 

Wisconsin,  Madison:  AA-4-66-013 . . 


Arkansas  Farmers  Union _ _ 

Boardof  Education,  Winnetka  publicschools. 

Community  Service  Society _ 

City  of  Martins  Ferry _ _ 

Lewis  and  Clark  College... _ _ 

Orleans  County  Council  of  Social  Agencies... 


YMCA  of  Metropolitan  Chicago. 
Senior  Citizens  Services,  Inc . 


Parks,  Recreation,  and  Public  Properties  De¬ 
partment. 

Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  Nassau  County, 
Garden  City. 

YWCA . . . . 

City  of  Providence.. . . . . 


Project 


Community  activities  for  senior  Arkansans  (CASA). 

Project  for  academic  motivation . . 

Older  volunteers  in  community  service. 

Elderly  services  and  industries  program. 
Replacement  supervisors  in  Portland  public  school^ 
Use  of  older  persons  as  local  library  aids. 


Senior  citizen’s  mobile  service  project _ 

A  multipurpose  senior  citizens’  service  >6  a  historical 
setting.  / 

Recreational  and  cultural  service  for  senior  citizens. 

Senior  Centers  of  Nassau  County,  Iij 

Senior  services  . 

Providence  Multipurpose  centeo 


RESEARCH  PROJECTS 


Northern  California  Presbyterian  Homes,  Inc. 

Los  Angeles  County  Federation  of  Labor, 
AFL-CIO. 

Florida  Commission  on  Aging  and  Florida  State 
University. 

Roosevelt  University.  ...  . . . . 

Evaluation,  large  city /aerly  service  program.  .  ...  . 

Los  Angeles  labor  reUree  research  project . .  ... 

Retirement  hotels/ Function,  service,  and  relations.  ..  . 

Widowhood:  CMnnges  in  role  and  role  clusters.  __  _ 

Louisiana  State  University  ...  .  ..  ... 

NCombined  Jewish  Philanthropies  of  Greater 
YBoston. 

NW  York  State  College  of  Agriculture _ _ 

Adjustment  t/  confrontation  by  aging  in  3  cultures  .  .  . 
Communitwservices  for  aging  _ _ _ 

Community  structure  and  aging _ _ _ _ _ 

Pemlkylvania  Department  of  Public  Welfare..  ... 

PacifiiM.utheran  University . . . . 

University  of  Wisconsin _ _ 

Needsifnd  use  of  services  among  Negro  and  white  aged _ 

Subsidized  housing  and  the  adjustment  of  older  women... 
A  ,/udy  of  the  aged  with  special  reference  to  adjustment  in 
/etirement  communities. 

$74,  995 
18,  0,85 
36,  770 
45,  985 
49,  5(H) 
25, 808 


66,718 
19, 820 

51,  405 

47,588 

89, 647 
79,810 


$8,  810 
26,  052 

42,  780 

17,  549 
20,  130 
36,  719 

37, 766 
25,  573 
49,287 
3,  520 
46, 800 


RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


INTRACTS 


Studv  of  susceptibility  to  health  frauds  and  misrepre- 

$31,250 

sentation  (interagency  contract  of  which  Administration 

on  Aging’s  is). 

i  These  were  funded  as  research  grants  hut  contain  major  demonstratioiDdevelopmeidremphasis. 


RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OP 
AN  EFFECTIVE  ELECTRONIC 
GUIDANCE  SYSTEM  FOR  USE  IN 
NAVIGATION  CHANNELS  SERVING 
U.S.  PORTS 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  am  hap¬ 
py  to  introduce  today,  on  behalf  of  my¬ 
self  and  Senators  Williams  of  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  Case,  Scott,  and  Boggs,  a  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  research'  and  development  of  an 
effective  electronic  guidance  system  for 
use  in  navigation  channels  serving  U.S. 
ports.  A  similar  bill  has  been  introducec 
in  the  House  by  Representative  Jaivjcs 
Byrne  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  project  is  to  be  conducted  b£  the 
Coast  Guard  and  will  determine  the  feas¬ 
ibility  and  applications  of  new  mmgation 
aids  which  could  improve  thy  safety  of 
ships  entering  and  leaving  /Sorts  under 
hazardous  conditions. 

The  need  for  new  and/more  accurate 
navigation  devices  is  grpat.  In  the  Dela¬ 
ware  Channel,  for  example,  in  the  15- 
year  period  from  1951  through  1965,  ac¬ 
cording  to  U.S.  Coast  Guard  records, 
there  were  a  tofai  of  343  collisions  and 
335  groundings/  resulting  in  property 
damage  of  mo/e  than  $25  million  and  the 
loss  of  43  live 
Recently  the  Delaware  River  Pilots’ 
Associatym  and  the  Joint  Executive 
Commit/ee  for  Development  of  the  Phil¬ 
adelphia  Port  Area  have  pioneered  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  bridge-to-bridge  radio¬ 
telephone  procedure  to  assist  ships  in 
Cvigating  the  channel. 


It  would  be  ouS'hope  that  the  test  will 
lead  to  the  development  of  a  device  which 
would  give  a  snip’s  rkvigator  precise  in¬ 
formation  on  the  position  of  his  ship  in 
the  channel.  Such  a  system  could  op¬ 
erate  in  Conjunction  witfk  the  ship’s  ra¬ 
dar  am*  the  bridge-to-bridge  radiotele¬ 
phones  It  would,  if  successful,  further 
reduce  the  accident  rate  anaSput  delays 
caused  by  bad  visibility. 

'The  Delaware  River  is  believeckto  be  a 
lighly  suitable  location  for  conducting 
this  research  project,  and  all  port  groups 
and  agencies  in  the  area  are  willing^  to 
cooperate  wholeheartedly. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  appropriate 
of  $100,000  for  the  project,  and  specifies 
that  the  results  will  be  reported  back  to 
Congress  within  2  years. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  952)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
duct  of  certain  research  and  development 
through  the  Coast  Guard  in  order  to  de¬ 
velop  an  effective  electronic  guidance 
system  introduced  by  Mr.  Clark  (for 
himself  and  other  Senators)  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 


AMENDMENT  TO  FOOD  STAMP  ACT 
OF  1964 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  a 
bill  today  which  will  amend  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 


authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal 
years  subsequent  to  that  ending  on  June 
30, 1967. 

I  cannot  speak  too  highly  of  the  value 
of  this  program,  both  for  the  people  who 
have  benefited  from  it  directly  by  receiv¬ 
ing  the  bonus  buying  power  and  for 
the  communities  in  which  it  has  been 
operated.  I,  myself,  and  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  have  received 
numerous  letters  stating  the  visual  evi¬ 
dence  of  good  which  result  from  added 
food  provided  for  needy  families.  School 
principals  and  teachers  have  written  that 
children  receiving  extra  food  at  home 
under  this  program  “are  visually  more 
alert  and  do  better  work.” 

West  Virginia  inaugurated  this  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  pilot  study  in  December  1961 
and  it  since  has  spread  to  590  counties  in 
41  States.  It  is  estimated  that  some  1.3 
million  people  share  in  the  benefits  of 
the  food  stamps. 

With  the  extension  of  the  program  into 
the  future,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  believes  it  can  reach  out  to  a 
total  of  2  million  persons  who  need  this 
assistance. 

Since  the  first  stamps  were  issued  in 
West  Virginia  in  1961,  there  has  been  a 
total  Federal  expenditure  through  De¬ 
cember  31,  1966,  of  $202,808,734  for  the 
program.  This  expenditure  represents 
the  bonus  buying  power  to  receive 
this  assistance,  the  families  receiving 
stamps  had  to  spend  another  $342,574,- 
529  of  their  own  money — bringing  total 
expenditures  for  food  to  $545,383,263. 
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It  has  also  been  known  that  food 
stamps  have  an  accelerating  business  ef¬ 
fect,  and  it  is  a  beneficial  one,  on  the 
communities  where  they  were  are  issued. 

One  estimate  of  the  effect  has  been 
that  for  each  additional  $1  spent  for 
food,  the  community  realizes  another  $7 
in  economic  activities  due  to  the  chain- 
reaction  of  more  purchases  and  more 
employment. 

We  can  take  extreme  pleasure  in 
knowing  that  this  program  appears  to 
be  expertly  and  excellently  administered, 
both  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  by  the  States  where  it  is  operat¬ 
ing. 

I  wish  to  extend  my  congratu’ations 
for  this  fine  record  to  Miss  Isabelle  Kel¬ 
ley,  director  of  the  Food  Stamp  Division. 

In  my  State  of  West  Virginia,  Commis¬ 
sioner  L.  L.  Vincent  of  the  department 
of  welfare  and  Mrs.  Grace  Strain,  direc¬ 
tor  of  food  stamps,  also  deserve  great 
credit  for  the  efficient  operation  of  the 
program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  953)  to  amend  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal 
years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1967,  introduced  by  Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 


CHANGE  OF  REFERENCE 

On  request  of  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations  was  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  further  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  33)  to 
establish  a  National  Commission  on 
Product  Safety,  and  it  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 


LEGISLATIVE  REORGANIZATION 
ACT  OF  1967— AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT  NO.  87 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey  sub¬ 
mitted  amendments,  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  him,  to  the  bill  (S.  355)  to  im¬ 
prove  the  operation  of  the  legislativi 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government,  ay'd 
for  other  purposes,  which  were  orderqe  to 
lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  88 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia  submitted 
amendments,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him,  to  Senate  bill  355,  supra/which  were 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  talkie  and  to  be 
printed.  / 

AMENDMENT  OF  / TITLE  18  OF 
UNITED  STATES  CODE 

AMENDMENT  NO.  90 

Mr.  DODD.  Jflr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  administration,  I  submit,  for  ap¬ 
propriate  reference  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  (S./l)  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code.  I  offer  this  amend¬ 
ment,  Nff.  President,  as  a  substitute  for 
S.  1,  which  i  introduced  in  the  opening 
days  /6f  this  session  of  Congress.  The 
maiOr  provisions  of  this  amendment  are 
identical  with  those  contained  in  that 


/ 


legislation,  which  was  introduced  earlier 


in  the  session,  and,  indeed,  as  I  have 
read  it  over — and  I  have  read  it  care¬ 
fully — identical  with  the  bill  introduced 
in  March  of  1965. 

In  submitting  this  amendment,  I 
speak  with  a  sense  of  urgency  for  the 
gun  problem  in  this  country  becomes 
more  serious  with  each  passing  day. 
The  tragic  loss  of  life  by  gun  in  murders, 
suicides,  and  “accidental  deaths”  con¬ 
tinues  to  spiral  upward  with  no  end  in 
sight. 

I  speak  with  a  sense  of  expectation 
for  I  believe  that  gun  legislation  can  be 
enacted  this  year.  The  facts  are  before 
the  Congress  and  our  responsibility  to 
act  is  clear.  There  is  a  virtual  mandate 
from  the  people  to  act,  if  we  are  to  place 
any  credence  in  our  public  opinion  polls 
which  have  consistently  proven  over  the 
years  that  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  Americans  favor  strong  gun  controls. 

I  speak  with  a  sense  of  hope  that  the 
wanton  and  reckless  taking  of  human 
life  can  be  stemmed. 

And,  I  speak  with  a  sense  of  convic¬ 
tion  that  effective  Federal  gun  legislation 
the  key  to  the  realization  of  this  goal, 
e  amendment  I  am  submitting  to; 
da\represents  the  combined  efforts  Al 
the  justice  Department  and  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  To  Investigate  Juvenile 
Delinquency  in  our  study  of  t}ze  gun 
problem  over  the  last  6  years. 

This  amendment  is  not  predicated  on 
an  emotional  reaction  to  airy  one  inci¬ 
dent.  It  is  basied  on  6  yeaiy of  informa¬ 
tion  gathering  on  the  gun  problem  which 
conclusively  documents/the  need  for  a 
strong  Federal  firearm/law. 

Basically  this  bilV/fs  designed  to  aid 
the  States  by  placjnk  uniform  restric¬ 
tions  over  the  injArstate  traffic  in  fire¬ 
arms,  so  that  the  Statesman  effectively 
deal  with  the  gun  problem,  within  their 
own  borders. 

The  bill  pyhvides  needed  coi\trols  in  six 
major  aregs:  mail  order  sales, \ver-the- 
counter  sales,  sales  to  minors,  licensing, 
imports^  and  destructive  devices. 

It  provides : 

Fy'st.  For  a  prohibition  on  the  inter- 
mail  order  sale  of  handguns,  rim 
shotguns  to  individuals. 

Second.  For  a  prohibition  on  the  over- 
the-counter  sale  of  handguns  to  non¬ 
residents  of  a  given  State. 

Third.  For  the  identification  and  de¬ 
termination  of  the  age  of  all  purchasers 
of  firearms  from  federally  licensed  deal¬ 
ers.  In  the  case  of  handguns  the  age 
requirement  is  21  years  and  in  the  case 
of  rifles  and  shotguns,  18  years  of  age. 

Fourth.  For  the  licensing  of  all  deal¬ 
ers,  importers  and  manufacturers  in 
firearms. 

Fifth.  For  a  prohibition  on  the  im¬ 
portation  of  all  military  surplus  hand¬ 
guns  and  for  the  regulation  of  all  other 
imported  firearms. 

Sixth.  For  the  stringent  control  over 
the  destructive  devices,  antitank  guns, 
bazookas,  mortars,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  President,  our  course  of  action 
should  be  clear:  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  and  passage  of  this  bill. 

The  problem  has  been  abundantly 
documented  by  investigations  and  public 
hearings. 

There  is  no  need  for  further  hearings. 

The  effect  of  such  hearings  would  only 
prove  what  I  feel  has  been  proven  be¬ 


yond  question,  and  that  is  the  need  for/ 
the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

The  timeworn  myths  of  the  gun  lo^Oy 
have  been  laid  to  rest. 

The  emotional  harangue  whiclv'they 
have  raised  in  past  years  hq/  been 
countered  with  facts. 

Their  arguments  against  gyfi  controls 
are  groundless. 

The  most  unconscionable  argument 
they  put  forth  is  that  we  Jiave  not  docu¬ 
mented  the  existence  oY a  gun  problem. 

I  wonder  just  how  m*my  more  murders, 
how  many  more  robhmes,  and  how  many 
more  assaults  witlyguns  have  to  be  per¬ 
petrated  in  order'  that  the  gun  lobbies 
acknowledge  a  serious  gun  problem  and 
the'  need  for  /immediate  action  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

If  the  lyCOO  murders,  45,000  armed 
robberiesyand  34,700  aggravated  assaults 
with  guns  in  1965  cannot  convince  them 
of  the/need  for  gun  controls,  I  do  not 
think/anything  will. 

I/think  it  is  time  the  Congress  looks 
at/these  facts  and  overlooks  the  bland- 
fehments  of  the  gunrunners. 

And  if  the  facts  of  firearms  abuse  in 
1965  are  not  enough  to  move  us  to  ac¬ 
tion,  let  us  £jcamine  the  shocking  picture 
in  the  first  9  months  of  1966  regarding 
guns  and  their  misuse  in  crime. 

Fifty-nine  percent  of  all  murders  were 
committed  with  guns. 

This  is  the  highest  percentage  in  re¬ 
corded  history. 

Aggravated  assaults  with  a  gun  rose 
an  appalling  22  percent. 

Armed  robbery,  which  comprises  58 
percent  of  all  robberies,  rose  a  substan¬ 
tial  10  percent. 

I  believe  that  it  is  a  national  disgrace 
to  allow  this  toll  of  life,  limb,  and  prop¬ 
erty  to  go  on  unchecked. 

It  is  deplorable  in  view  of  the  facts 
that  are  before  us  and  have  been  before 
us  for  a  number  of  years  that  new  Fed¬ 
eral  legislation  has  not  been  enacted. 
Certainly  the  gun  lobby  must  share  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  this  inaction  for  they 
have  vehemently  resisted  even  the  most 
mild  attempts  to  control  firearms. 

I  would  remind  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  that  immediately  after  I  intro¬ 
duced  S.  1592,  in  the  89th  Congress,  a 
ancerted  campaign  to  kill  the  bill  was 
put  into  motion.  An  alleged  analysis  of 
tha\  bill  was  prepared  by  the  National 
Rifle\Association  and  sent  to  its  750,000 
members  and  affiliated  clubs. 

That  document  contained  distortions, 
half  truths,  untruths,  and  presented  a 
"doomsday\  picture  of  the  bill  to  the 
Nation’s  hunters  and  sportsmen.  There 
was  an  immediate  response  to  that  let¬ 
ter  by  the  membership  of  the  NRA  and 
Congress  was  deluged  with  letters  of  op¬ 
position  to  the  bill. 

However,  when  representatives  of  that 
organization  were  called  to  testify  be¬ 
fore  the  Juvenile  Delinquency  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  they  admitted  inNopen  hearings 
that  false  and  misleading^  information 
was  contained  in  that  letter. 

I  asked  the  NRA  to  correct\hose  mis¬ 
statements  and  the  false  impressions 
that  the  letter  gave  to  the  thousands  of 
sportsmen  who  read  it.  Yet  to  thi^date, 
they  have  not  done  so,  in  spite  of  Pheir 
acknowledgement  of  error. 

This,  unfortunately,  has  been  typic.. 
of  the  campaigns  that  have  killed  proA 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  9  (legislative  day,  February  8),  1967 

Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1967. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  16  of  the 

4  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and 

5  not  in  excess  of  such  sum  as  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by 

6  Congress  for  any  subsequent  fiscal  year”  and  substituting 

7  therefor  “and  for  each  subsequent  fiscal  year  such  sum  as 

8  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 
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HOUSE 

1.  FOOD  FOR  INDIA.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  J.  Res.  'X£7,  to  support 

emergency/ food  assistance  to  India.  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
Presidepx.  See  Digest  No.  38  for  provisions,  p.  H2919 

„  ,  message 

2.  ORGANISATION;  MANAGEMENT.  Received  the  President 1 2  s/on  "Tfie  Quality  &f  the 

American  Government"  (H.  Doc.  90).  In  this  message  the  President  explained 
wKy  he  had  recommended  combination  of  the  Commerce  and  Labor  Department 
recommended  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Manpower  Act,  and  reported  on 


complishments  in  the  fields  of  planning -programming-badge ting,  cost  redde¬ 
ns,  and  other  aspects  of  management,  pp.  H2919-24 

3.  FOOD  STAMPS;  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  1318  (amended) ,  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  and 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act.  p.  D193 

4.  CONGRESSION)^  REORGANIZATION.  The  Daily  Digest  states  that  the  Agriculture 
Committee  "Adopted  a  committee  resolution  recommending  to  the  llouse  that  leg!*- 
lative  jurisdiction  over  agricultural  colleges  and  experiment/ stations  and 
agricultural  education  extension  services  continue  to  be  ve/ted  in  the  com¬ 
mittee."  p.  D19. 


5.  FARM  LOANS.  Both  Hobaes  received  from  this  Department  a /  proposed  bill  to 

authorize  additional  'Farmers  Home  Administration  loaps  for  recreational  enter¬ 
prises,  to  remove  the  Veiling  on  the  annual  aggregate  of  insured  housing  loans 
for  a  temporary  period,  'etc. ;  to  House  Agriculture/Committee  and  Senate  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  Committee,  pp.  H3081,  S400* 

Rep.  Teague,  Tex.,  commended  the  new  Farmers/Home  Administration  water 
development  loan  program.  p\  H3026  / 

Rep.  Hamilton  reported  on  w^ter  development  loans  made  in  his  district, 

Ind.  p.  H3027 

6.  USER  CHARGES.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  place  on  a 

self-supporting  basis  the  special  tVnefit  portion  of  cotton  classing,  tobacco 
inspection,  grain  inspection,  warehouse  inspection  and  licensing,  and  related 
services;  to  Agriculture  Committee.  /P\  H3081 

Received  from  this  Department  a/proposed  bill  to  provide  for  payment  t?y 
handler  assessments  of  part  of  the  administratis  e  costs  relating  to  marketing 
orders;  to  Agriculture  Committee,  p.  H308] 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  Reported  H.  R.  7501,  the  Trea¬ 

sury-Post  Office  and  Executive  Office  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept.  144). 
p.  H3082 

8.  VETERANS.  Passed  under/suspension  of  the  rules  S.  16  (in  lieu  of  H.  R.  2Q£8)\ 

to  increase  pensions /to  eertaia  veterans  and  their  widows,  and  to  provide 
additional  readjustment  assistance  to  veterans  for  seryice  after  Jan.  31, 

1955.  pp.  H2928-! 

9.  HOLIDAYS.  Passed,  313-35,  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.\R.  2513,  to  estab¬ 

lish  a  Commission  on  National  Observances  and  Holidays  (composed  of  the 
Archivist,  Librarian  of  Congress,  and  Smithsonian  Secretary)  \o  consider  and 
make  recommendations  to  the  President  on  proposals  for  specialNpbservances 
and  holidays,  pp.  H2955-60 

10.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Chairman  Patman  announced  subcommittee  memberships  of 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  pp.  H2963-4 

11.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Rep.  Findley  inserted  an  article,  "Food  for  Peace  or  Fo^d  for 
ter?"  pp.  H2969-70 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committed  reported  food  stamp  bill. 


1.  FOOD  STAMP.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendmentsH.  R.  1318,  to 
amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropriations 
for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967  (H.  Rept. 


189).  p.  H4055  _ _ _ _ 

2.  METAL  SCRAP.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5615,  to  continue  until  the  close 

June  30,  1969,  the  temporary  suspension  of  duties  on  certain  metal  waste\and 
/scrap ,  principally  iron  and  steel,  aluminum,  magnesium,  nickel,  and  nickel 
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illoys,  and  to  extend  from  June  30,  1968,  to  June  30,  1969,  the  present  tarifi 
exemption  on  copper  waste  and  scrap  and  copper  articles  to  be  used  in  remanu/ac- 
turV  by  melting,  p.  H3976 


3.  RESEARCH.  Passed,  391-22,  without  amendment  H.  R.  5404,  to  expand  the  functions 
of  the  itational  Science  Foundation  to  include  support  for  applied  (as  Well  as 
basic)  research,  analysis  and  interpretation  (as  well  as  collection  and  colla- 
tion)of  data  on  national  scientific  and  technical  resources,  obtaining  central 
information  dn  funds  provided  to  particular  institutions  by  various  Federal 
agencies,  support  of  scientific  activities  relating  to  international  cooperation 
and  foreign  policy  when  so  requested  by  the  State  Department,  support  for  social 
(as  well  as  physical)  sciences,  and  strengthening  the  organization  and  management 
authorities  of  the  'Director  of  the  Foundation,  pp.  H3976-9] 


4.  WATER  CONVERSION.  The'Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  teportX  H.  R.  6133,  amended,  to  authorise  appropriations  for  the 
saline  water  conversion  program  and  to  expand  the  program,  p.  D257 


5.  AGRICULTURE  ECONOMY,  Rep,  Kleppe  expressed  concern  /over  the  number  of  auction 
sales  of  farms  in  N.  Dak.  and\Minn.  and  stated  thWt  the  decisions  of  farm  fami¬ 
lies  to  get  out  of  agriculture  seemingly  are  "prompted  by  .economic  factors." 
p.  H4001 

Rep.  Berry  expressed  concern  o^r  the  "future  of  agriculture. .  .and  food  pro¬ 
duction  generally,"  pp.  H4004-5 


6.  INFORMATION.  Rep.  Snyder  criticized  th^administration' s  "publicity  spending 
mentioning  this  Department's  expenditure,  pp.  H4002-3 


7.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Rep.  Saylor  commended  and  inserted  an  article,  "Some  Thoughts 
on  Three  Resources:  Land,  Air ,  anci Water- -Hbw  Do  We  Explain?"  pp.  H4012-14 


8.  COMMUNITY  ACTION.  Rep.  William  Ford  spoke  in\support  of  the  community  action 
program  as  an  aid  to  the  poverty  effort,  pp.  H40^6-7 

9.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS./  Rep.  Fountain  insertedNthe  status  report  on  the  C 

recommendations  to  the  Federal  Government  of  the  Advisory  Commission  or.  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations.  / pp.  H4050-2 


SENATE 


10.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  l/Clellan  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  extension  of  minimum  wage 
coverage  to  farmworkers  and  stated  "the  inclusion  of  certain  aWiculture  workers 
has  had  a  cripniing  effect  on  the  economy  of  areas  which  are  primarily  dependent 
on  agriculture^"  pp.  S4920-1 

Sen.  MurnKy  discussed  farm  labor  in  Calif,  and  stated,  "it  is  clear  the 
Council  of /Calif.  Growers  does  expect  that  there  will  be  another  critical  farm 
labor  shortage  in  my  state  this  year  and  that  foreign  laborers  will  b\  needed." 
p.  S492: 

Sexy  Williams,  N.J.,  urged  the  extension  of  collective  bargaining  lawiK  to 
cover/ farmworkers,  p.  S4944 


DAIRY  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Hartke  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  612,  to  limit  dairy  imports, 
iserted  an  article  in  support  of  Ida  position.  pp.  94946-7 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  Session  f  j  No.  189 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


April  12,  1967. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Poage,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 

together  with 

INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  AND  MINORITY  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  1318] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  1318)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  for  the  purpose 
of  authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do 
pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  lines  5  through  9  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

the  word  “and”  the  first  time  it  appears  therein  and  by 
inserting  after  the  word  “1967;”  the  words  “not  in  excess 
of  $195,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;” 

Page  1,  add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  2.  Section  15  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  subsection: 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
State  shall  be  responsible  for  financing,  from  funds  available 
to  the  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  20  per  centum  of 
the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments  issued  to  eligible  house¬ 
holds  which  is  in  excess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  house¬ 
holds  for  such  allotments.  Each  State  shall  transfer  such 
sums  to,  and  they  shall  be  made  a  part  of,  the  separate 
account  created  under  section  7(d)  of  this  Act.  Each  State 
shall  transfer  such  sums  to  such  account  within  one  calendar 
month  following  the  calendar  month  in  which  the  coupon 
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allotments  are  issued  to  eligible  households.  The  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  effective  for  any  coupon  allot¬ 
ments  issued  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  to  enable  each  State  to  take 
such  action  as  is  necessary  under  the  statutes  of  the  State  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.” 

And  amend  the  title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964. 

Statement 

LI.R.  1318  extends  the  Food  Stamp  Program  for  1  year,  authorizing 
an  appropriation  of  $195  million — the  amount  requested  by  the 
administration — for  its  operation  from  June  30,  1967  to  July  1,  1968, 
and  it  anticipates  other  extensions  in  future  years  of  this  response  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  the  food  sufficiency  of  needy  persons. 

However,  the  bill  provides  that  beginning  July  1,  1969,  each  par¬ 
ticipating  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  will  pay  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  free  (bonus)  stamps  distributed  to  eligible  households. 
The  States  now  share  in  part  of  their  own  supervisory  costs  of  this 
program. 

ADMINISTRATION  RECOMMENDATION 

The  administration  had  recommended,  in  H.R.  1318  as  originally 
introduced,  that  the  Congress  permanently  extend  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  and  remove  any  legislative  ceiling  on  annual  appropriations 
for  its  operation. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  does  not  approve  such  unlimited 
extension,  and  revised  the  bill  accordingly. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  nature  of  this  program  is  such,  especially 
in  relation  to  numerous  other  welfare  operations,  that  its  general  ob¬ 
jectives  and  policies  should  be  subject  to  periodic  legislative  review, 
adjustment  and  refinement,  and  that  the  Congress  should  not  limit  its 
function  henceforward  merely  to  providing  money  for  the  program’s 
rapid  expansion. 

A  study  by  the  Legislative  Reference  Service  of  the  Library  of 
Congress  shows  that  as  of  January  1,  1966,  there  were  more  than  400 
separate  authorizations  for  various  types  of  Federal  assistance  to 
State  and  local  governments,  these  programs  being  administered  by 
21  departments  and  agencies  and  by  numerous  Federal  bureaus  and 
divisions.  It  is  the  position  of  this  committee  that  the  Congress 
would  fail  in  its  responsibility  to  the  American  people  if  it  did  not 
maintain  surveillance  over  these  programs  it  has  authorized,  through 
periodic  review  by  the  legislative  committees  in  which  the  various 
authorizations  originated. 

Moreover,  the  committee  is  convinced  that  larger  involvement  of 
State  and  local  responsibility,  including  a  modest  sharing  of  stamp 
costs,  is  essential  to  assure  that  the  program  will  be  operated  in  a  sound 
and  effective  manner,  to  aid  persons  who  qualify  as  deserving. 

THE  STAMP  PROGRAM 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  an  instrument  in  the  war  on  poverty, 
established  a  national  policy  that,  in  order  to  promote  the  general 
welfare,  the  Nation’s  abundance  of  food  shall  be  utilized  cooperatively 
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by  the  States,  the  Federal  Government,  and  local  governmental  unit 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well¬ 
being  of  the  Nation’s  population  and  raise  levels  of  nutrition  among 
economically  needy  households. 

The  Congress  established  the  Food  Stamp  Program  also  in  the 
expectation  that  increased  utilization  of  foods  in  maintaining  adequate 
national  levels  of  nutrition  would  tend  to  cause  the  distribution  in  a 
beneficial  manner  of  our  agricultural  abundance  and  would  strengthen 
the  agricultural  economy,  as  well  as  result  in  more  orderly  marketing 
and  distribution  of  food. 

In  those  areas  of  the  country  desiring  to  participate  in  the  program, 
public  assistance  and  other  low-income  households  are  certified  by  the 
local  counterpart  offices  of  the  State  welfare  agency,  using  criteria 
developed  by  the  State.  Eligible  families  are  required  to  pay  about 
what  they  normally  spend  for  food  for  stamps  and,  in  return,  receive 
stamps  of  greater  value.  The  amount  of  the  payment  varies  by  house¬ 
hold  size  and  income.  The  State  agencies  also  arrange  for  the  sale  of 
the  stamps  to  participants — either  through  local  offices  or  the  State 
.may  contract  with  banks  to  perform  this  function  for  them. 

I  Participants  then  use  stamps  at  grocery  stores  just  like  cash,  and 
may  buy  any  food  for  human  consumption  except  for  identifiable 
imported  items.  The  stamps  may  not  be  used  to  purchase  tobacco  or 
alcoholic  beverages.  Grocers  redeem  the  stamps  at  their  banks.  The 
banks  are  reimbursed  for  the  face  value  of  the  stamps  through  the 
Federal  Reserve  System. 

DIRECT  FOOD  DISTRIBUTION 

Food  for  the  needy  has  been  provided  for  many  years  through  direct 
distribution  of  surplus  commodities  acquired  through  supply  and 
price  stabilization  operation  of  farm  programs.  Foods  supplied 
through  such  direct  distribution  have  included,  as  available,  flour, 
cornmeal,  dry  beans,  canned  meat,  butter  or  margarine,  grits,  rolled 
wheat  or  rolled  oats,  cheese,  dried  eggs,  lard  or  shortening,  nonfat 
dry  milk,  peanut  butter,  dry  split  peas,  raisins,  and  rice.  This  means 
of  distributing  food  to  the  need  still  operates  in  1,546  localities  in 
1,400  counties  in  47  States,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
trust  territories.  Before  the  inauguration  of  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram,  such  distribution  was  made  in  some  1,844  localities  in  1,5S0 
bounties  in  48  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  and  trust  territories,  Some  3.7  to  4  million  persons 
now  participate  in  this  program,  in  which  all  the  food  is  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government,  at  a  value  this  year  of  approximately 
$100  million. 

FAR-REACHING  POLICY  CHANGE 

Enactment  of  the  food  stamp  law  represented  a  far-reaching  revision 
of  Government  policy  on  food. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  operates  only  in  localities  desiring  to 
participate.  It  is  designed  to  supplant  the  direct  distribution  of 
food,  in  areas  electing  to  make  the  shift.  Stamp  purchases  are  not 
limited  to  surplus  foods,  such  as  the  Government-owned  commodities 
supplied  under  the  direct  distribution  program. 

Food  stamps  are  available  to  relief  recipients  and  to  persons  not  on 
welfare  rolls,  where  the  income  of  households  is  deemed  to  be  below 
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the  requirements  to  supply  sufficient  nutritious  food  for  the  members 
of  the  households,  after  meeting  other  expenses. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  benefits  fall  largely  to  adults,  as  the 
School  Lunch  Program,  the  School  Milk  Program  and  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  direct  the  full  force  of  their  efforts  to  supplying  the 
nutrition  needs  of  children.  Other  Federal  programs  aid  in  the  care 
of  preschool  children. 

The  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  approved  by  the  Congress  in 
1946,  the  Special  Milk  Program  in  1954.  The  Child  Nutrition  Act, 
approved  in  1966,  provided  for  school  breakfast  and  aiding  schools  in 
obtaining  equipment  to  handle  the  lunch  and  breakfast  programs. 
There  now  is  awaiting  action  in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  an 
administration-sponsored  amendment  to  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
authorizing  food  service  for  children  participating  in  group  situations 
away  from  home  such  as  child  day-care  centers,  settlement  houses, 
and  day  camps  as  long  as  these  are  nonresidential  types  of  situations. 
Included  during  the  summer  months  would  be  children  engaged  in 
summer  recreational  programs. 


The  committee  commends  the  care  with  which  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  has  been  organized  and  administered,  on  the  basis  of  the 
information  presented  in  the  public  hearings  on  H.R.  1318.  The 
program  is  an  expression  of  the  beneficent  spirit  of  America.  This 
spirit  in  recent  years  has  been  called  forth  in  a  proliferation  of  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  rendering  services  to  the  poor,  to  an  extent  that  the 
operations  of  all  the  programs  are  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  under¬ 
stand  and  to  follow.  The  best  assurance  that  the  programs  work  well 
is  to  see  that  they  are  not  abused.  Therefore,  the  committee  in 
H.R.  1318,  as  amended,  assures  frequent  legislative  review  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  and  broadens  the  involvement  of  States  and 
localities,  to  see  that  this  program  aids  worthy  persons  in  need  of 
better  nutrition  and  does  not  diminish  the  self-reliance  of  any  of  our 
citizens. 

Departmental  Comment 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C\,  March  2,  1967.  jy. 
Hon.  John  W.  McCormack,  fl 

Speaker  o  f  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress 
is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964, 
Public  Law  88-525. 


This  bill  would  amend  section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  It 
would  provide  appropriation  authority  for  fiscal  years  beyond  1967. 
No  other  change  in  the  substantive  legislative  authorities  for  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  is  deemed  necessary  at  this  time. 

Public  Law  88-525,  approved  by  the  President  on  August  31,  1964, 
contemplated  the  progressive  expansion  of  the  program — over  the 
period  of  the  next  several  years — to  those  States  and  political  sub¬ 
divisions  that  desired  to  participate.  That  act,  however,  provided 
appropriation  authorities  only  through  the  fiscal  year  1967.  It  is 
necessary,  therefore,  that  section  16  of  the  act  be  amended  to  provide 
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appropriation  authorities  to  implement  that  policy  of  orderly  and 
progressive  program  expansion. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was  approved,  the  program  was  then 
j  operating  in  43  areas — in  22  States — in  which  the  food  stamp  ap- 
.  proach  had  been  carefully  tested  during  a  3-year  “pilot”  period.  Since 
5  then,  the  pace  of  the  authorized  expansion  has,  in  fact,  not  kept  pace 
■  with  requests  from  States  for  the  program.  Nonetheless,  by  the  end 
I  of  the  1967  fiscal  year,  the  program  will  be  operating  in  about  <S00 
areas  in  41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  requesting  appropriation  authority  beyond  1967,  it  is  contem¬ 
plated  that  the  policy  of  orderly  and  progressive  year-to-year  expan¬ 
sion  would  be  continued.  Such  a  policy  would  continue  to  permit 
State  welfare  agencies  and  this  Department  to  provide  the  adminis¬ 
trative  organization  and  program  supervision  that  is  needed  to  insure 
the  effective  and  efficient  use  of  Federal  funds  in  support  of  program 
objectives. 

Action  to  assure  States  that  the  program  will  be  continued  beyond 
June  30,  1967,  shoidd  be  taken  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  If  the 

) future  of  the  program  for  the  next  fiscal  year  remains  in  doubt,  States 
will  hesitate  to  complete  1967  fiscal  year  expansion  plans — much  less 
undertake  the  longer  range  plans  to  build  the  administrative  organiza¬ 
tion  needed  to  adequately  supervise  already  operating  programs. 

The  actual  level  of  the  annual  appropriation  for  each  fiscal  year 
beyond  1967  would  be  determined  by  the  Congress  under  the  annual 
appropriation  process.  Additionally,  because  the  proposed  bill  is 
concerned  only  with  the  continuation  of  appropriation  authorities,  it 
would  not  affect  program  cost  or  employment  requirements  for  the 
program. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budge  advises  that  the  presentation  of  this  report 
is  consistent  with  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 


Table  I. — Food  Stamp  Program — Selected  program  statistics  for  specified  months 


For  the  month  of — 

Item 

August 

1964 

June 

1965 

June 

1966 

January 
1967  (pre¬ 
liminary) 

June 

1967  (pro¬ 
jection) 

Number  of  States _  ...  _  .  _ 

22 

29 

>41 

i  42 

>43 

Number  of  areas _  _ 

43 

110 

324 

589 

875 

Number  of  participants,. .  . 

350,  550 

632,  687 

1,218,399 

1,439,000 

2,  000,  000 

Number  of  retail  food  stores _ 

13,  300 

18,000 

42,  200 

51,900 

88,  000 

Number  of  wholesale  food  stores . 

700 

1,000 

1,500 

1,700 

2,  000 

Monthly  value  of  coupons  issued: 

Total  coupons.  _  ...  _  _  _ 

$5,  865,  057 

$10,639,  497 

$20,  577,  786 

$24, 402, 000 

$34,  000,  000 

Bonus  coupons. .  .  ...  .  . 

$2, 235,  405 

*3,988,717 

$7,  398,  372 

$8,  812,  000 

$12,  240,  000 

Percent  of  bonus  coupons . 

38 

37 

36 

36 

36 

Bonus  coupons  per  person  . . . 

$6.  38 

$6.  30 

$6.  07 

$6. 12 

$6.12 

1  Includes  the  District  of  Columbia. 


COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS 

The  committee  adopted  amendments  which  change  this  bill  in  three 
major  respects. 
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H.R.  13 IS  as  introduced  would  have  permanently  extended  the 
program  by  removing  any  legislative  ceiling  on  annual  appropriations 
for  its  operation. 

The  committee  amendments  (1)  extend  the  appropriations  au¬ 
thority  for  1  more  year  through  June  30,  1968,  (2)  place  a  ceiling  of 
$195  million  on  the  amount  of  funds  that  can  be  appropriated  for  the 
program  during  fiscal  year  1968  ($195  million  is  the  exact  amount 
requested  by  the  President  in  the  administrative  budget  for  fiscal 
year  196S),  and  (3)  give  the  several  States  participating  or  planning 
to  participate  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  ample  notice  that  beginning 
July  1,  1969,  each  participating  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 
will  pay  20  percent  of  the  bonus  value  of  the  food  stamps  issued  to 
eligible  households. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  principle  of  State  sharing  in  Federal 
welfare  programs  generally  is  sound  and  should  be  incorporated  in 
the  Food  Stamp  Program  as  soon  as  possible,  but  it  recommends  that 
ample  time  be  given  to  State  legislatures,  particularly  those  which 
meet  biannually,  to  appropriate  sufficient  funds  to  keep  the  program 
in  operation.  A 

The  committee  also  takes  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  “section  32”™ 
(sec.  32  of  Public  Law  320,  74th  Cong.,  as  amended)  has  in  the  past 
been  used  as  a  statutory  basis  for  the  inauguration  and  implementa¬ 
tion  of  Food  Stamp  Programs.  The  committee  therefore  specifically 
intends  that  the  words  “Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law” 
which  appear  at  the  beginning  of  the  proposed  section  15(c)  of  the 
act  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  paying  100  percent 
of  the  bonus  value  of  food  stamps  after  July  1,  1969,  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  32  or  any  other  existing  law.  On  the  contrary, 
the  committee  intends  to  establish  clearly  that  beginning  July  1,  1969, 
the  participating  States  shall  share  20  percent  of  a  cost  which  is  now 
borne  exclusively  by  the  Federal  Government.  During  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  consideration  of  the  20  percent  State  cost-sharing  amend¬ 
ment  several  arguments  were  presented  against  it. 

First,  it  was  argued  that  the  States  will  not  contribute  toward  the 
cost  of  food  stamps  issued  to  nonpublic  assistance  recipients  in  that 
particular  State.  The  committee,  however,  feels  that  the  proper 
standard  for  welfare  aid  should  be  set  by  the  States  and  not  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Federal  cost  sharing  of  local  welfare  expenses 
should  be  based  on  the  standards  the  States  are  willing  to  establish/ 
for  themselves.  The  committee  also  points  out  that  no  State  is  com- > 
pelled  to  participate  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  if  it  chooses 
not  to  do  so,  its  citizens  remain  eligible  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  Direct  Distribution  Program  which  operates  throughout  the 
United  States. 

A  second  argument  was  that  their  financial  resources  are  so  limited 
that  the  States  cannot  afford  to  provide  the  20-percent  matching  that 
is  required  by  this  amended  bill.  The  committee  points  out  that  just 
as  States  now  tax  their  citizens  to  raise  funds  to  match  the  Federal 
highway  program,  the  aid  to  dependent  children  program,  and  a  host 
of  other  Federal-State  programs,  they  can  likewise  be  expected  to 
move  to  meet  a  modest  share  of  the  cost  of  this  program.  More  im¬ 
portant,  the  committee  feels,  State  and  local  cost  sharing  will  bring 
greater  local  responsibility  and  control  into  the  operation  of  this 
program. 
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A  third  argument  was  that  some  States  might  require  those  com¬ 
munities  least  able  to  afford  it  to  bear  part  of  the  program’s  cost. 
The  committee  feels  that  this  is  an  issue  to  be  resolved  by  the  States 
themselves.  If  there  are  certain  areas  which  need  special  assistance 
in  a  State,  the  State  government  can  and  should  allocate  priorities 
as  to  which  communities  are  in  the  most  need. 

A  fourth  argument  was  that  the  States  now  pay  a  significant  cost 
in  administering  the  program  at  the  State  level.  The  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  informed  the  committee  that  this  “significant 
cost”  is  $5  million  during  the  present  fiscal  year.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  Department  is  currently  spending  $6  million  annually  on  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  and  employs  831  employees  (100  in  Washington, 
D.C.,  and  731  in  the  field)  to  administer  the  875  local  food  stamp 
programs  which  will  be  operational  as  of  June  30,  1967.  In  addition, 
the  committee  points  out  that  section  15(b)  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  pay  part  of  the  State  administrative  costs  concerned  with  the 
certification  of  nonpublic  assistance  food  stamp  recipients.  The 
committee  feels  that  the  States’  contribution  toward  administrative 

)  expenses  for  its  own  welfare  programs  does  not  remove  their  responsi¬ 
bility  to  share  in  the  cost  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 

A  fifth  argument  was  that  60  percent  of  the  people  participating 
in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  receive  State  welfare  grants  and  therefore 
the  States  are  already  contributing  enough.  The  committee  points 
out,  however,  that  these  welfare  State  grants  would  be  made  regardless 
of  the  existence  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  Under  the  present 
program  eligible  recipients  take  their  own  money,  be  it  from  State 
welfare  or  from  some  other  source,  and  exchange  it  for  food  stamps 
having  a  greater  value  (on  the  average  about  $10  cash  for  $16  worth  of 
stamps).  The  U.S.  taxpayer  pays  the  $6  difference  in  full.  It  is 
this  Federal  welfare  outlay  that  the  committee  feels  should  be  matched 
in  part  by  the  States. 

A  sixth  argument  was  that  taxpayers  in  counties  not  covered  by 
the  Food  Stamp  Program  would  resent  paying  State  taxes  to  be  used 
to  contribute  to  the  cost  of  the  program  in  other  counties  in  the  same 
State.  This  argument,  the  committee  feels,  is  basically  the  sa  ne  as 
argument  No.  3  above.  This  issue  is  simply  one  for  each  State  to 
resolve.  If  a  State  decides  to  place  a  road  through  its  western  part, 
the  people  in  the  eastern  part  help  pay  the  taxes  to  build  that  road. 
I  Conversely,  if  the  people  in  an  eastern  county  of  that  same  State  need 
^  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  those  who  live  in  the  western  part  will 
help  pay  the  necessary  taxes  to  finance  that  assistance  if  the  State 
government,  through  its  Governor  and  its  legislature,  so  decides. 

A  final  argument  was  that  States  would  begin  to  look  upon  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  as  a  welfare  program,  rather  than  a  Federal  food 
program.  To  this  argument  the  committee  submits  the  proposition 
that  the  Food  Stamp  Program  is  primarily  a  welfare  program.  The 
fact  is  that  States  have  already  recognized  it  as  such  and  are  looking 
upon  it  as  an  additional  source  of  “free”  aid  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  committee  further  submits  that  there  is  nothing  wrong 
with  a  good  Federal  welfare  program  if  it  incorporates  appropriate 
sharing  of  responsibility  by  State  governments. 

In  brief  the  committee  amendment  to  require  modest  State  cost 
sharing  is  not  designed  to  wreck  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  Rather, 
it  is  intended  to  structure  State  and  local  participation  and  responsi- 
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bility  into  a  basic  welfare  program  designed  primarily  to  benefit  our 
needy  citizens. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 


♦  jfc  *  *  * 

COOPERATION  WITH  STATE  AGENCIES 


Sec.  15.  (a)  Each  State  shall  be  responsible  for  financing,  from  funds 
available  to  the  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  the  costs  of 
carrying  out  the  administrative  responsibilities  assigned  to  it  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  Except  as  provided  for  in  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section,  such  costs  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  the 
certification  of  households;  the  acceptance,  storage,  and  protection  of 
coupons  after  their  delivery  to  receiving  points  within  the  States;  and 
the  issuance  of  such  coupons  to  eligible  households  and  the  control  and 
accounting  therefor. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  State  agencies 
in  the  certification  of  households  which  are  not  receiving  any  type  of 
public  assistance  so  as  to  insure  the  effective  certification  of  such  house¬ 
holds  in  accordance  with  the  eligibility  standards  approved  under  the 
provisions  of  section  10  of  this  Act.  Such  cooperation  shall  include 
payments  to  State  agencies  for  part  of  the  cost  they  incur  in  the  certi¬ 
fication  of  such  households.  The  amount  of  such  payment  to  any  one 
State  agency  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  sum  of:  (1)  the  direct 
salary  costs  (including  the  cost  of  such  fringe  benefits  as  are  normally 
paid  to  its  personnel  by  the  State  agency)  of  the  personnel  used  to 
make  such  interviews  and  such  postinterview  field  investigations  as 
are  necessary  to  certify  the  eligibility  of  such  households,  and  of  the 
immediate  supervisor  of  such  personnel,  for  such  periods  of  time  as 
they  are  employed  in  certifying  the  eligibility  of  such  households; 
(2)  travel  and  related  costs  incurred  by  such  personnel  in  postinter¬ 
view  field  investigations  of  such  households;  and  (3)  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the  costs  computed  under  (1)  and  (2) 
above. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oj  law,  each  State  shall  be 
responsible  jor  financing,  from  funds  available  to  the  State  or  political 
subdivision  thereof,  20  per  centum  of  the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments 
issued  to  eligible  households  which  is  in  excess  of  the  charges  paid  by 
such  households  for  such  allotments.  Each  State  shall  transfer  such 
sums  to,  and  they  shall  be  made  a  part  of,  the  separate  account  created, 
under  section  7(d)  of  this  Act.  Each  State  shall  transfer  such  sums  to 
such  account  within  one  calendar  month  following  the  calendar  month  in 
which  the  coupon  allotments  are  issued  to  eligible  households.  The 
provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  effective  for  any  coupon  allot¬ 
ments  issued  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  to  enable  each  State  to  take  such  action 
as  is  necessary  under  the  statutes  of  the  State  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection. 
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APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  16.  (a)  To  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  in  excess  of  $75,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965;  not  in  excess  of  $100,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966;  [and]  not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967;  not  in  excess  of  $195,000,000 
for  the.  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1968;  and  not  in  excess  of  such  sum 
as  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  Congress  for  any  subsequent  fiscal 
year.  Such  portion  of  any  such  appropriation  as  may  be  required 
to  pay  for  the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments  issued  to  eligible  house¬ 
holds  which  is  in  excess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  households  for 
such  allotments  shall  be  transferred  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  separate 
account  created  under  section  7(d)  of  this  Act. 

(b)  In  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  limit  the  value  of  those 
coupons  issued  which  is  in  excess  of  the  value  of  coupons  for  which 
households  are  charged,  to  an  amount  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the 
portion  of  the  appropriation  for  such  fiscal  year  which  is  transferred 
to  the  separate  account  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  If  in  any  fiscal  year  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  requirements 
of  participating  States  will  exceed  the  limitation  set  forth  herein,  the 
Secretary  shall  direct  State  agencies  to  reduce  the  amount  of  such 
coupons  to  be  issued  to  participating  households  to  the  extent  neces¬ 
sary  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  any  of  the  funds  in  the  separate 
account  created  under  section  7(d)  of  this  Act  are  no  longer  required 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  such  portion  of  such  funds 
shall  be  paid  into  the  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 

(d)  Amounts  expended  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  shall  not  be 
considered  amounts  expended  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  agri¬ 
cultural  price-support  program  and  appropriations  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  shall  be  considered,  for  the  purpose  of  budget  presenta¬ 
tions,  to  relate  to  the  functions  of  the  Government  concerned  with 
welfare.  (7  U.S.C.  2025.) 


H.  Rept.  189.  90-1 - 2 


INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  THOMAS  S.  FOLEY 


I  concur  with  the  majority  report  that  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
should  be  continued  and  further  expanded. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  committee  amendment  that  would  require, 
beginning  July  1,  1969,  that  States  or  localities  match  20  percent  of 
the  bonus  cost  of  the  coupons,  in  addition  to  the  cost  of  intrastate 
program  administration.  That  provision  would  make  the  program 
largely  inoperative. 

1.  States  are  now  sorely  pressed  to  find  the  revenues  to  support 
their  basic  public  assistance  and  general  relief  programs.  In  fact, 
the  principal  need  for  a  Federal  food  assistance  program  stems 
from  the  fact  that  States  and  localities  have  been  unable  to 
finance  a  public  assistance  program  that  would  provide  a  mini¬ 
mum  level  of  food  consumption  for  low-income  families. 

2.  The  States  that  now  are  most  in  need  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  are  the  States  that  are  now  not  taking  full  advantage 
of  the  available  Federal  moneys  for  public  assistance  because 
they  have  been  unable  to  raise  the  required  State  or  local  tax 
funds.  Therefore,  the  committee  amendment  will  work  to  fore¬ 
close  such  States  from  taking  advantage  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program. 

3.  The  States  would  have  the  alternative  of  passing  on  such 
costs  to  local  political  subdivisions.  But,  again,  this  would 
mean  that  the  communities  most  in  need  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  would  be  the  ones  that  would  be  least  able  to  raise  the 
required  funds. 

4.  The  States  and/or  localities  now  are  required  to  finance  the 
costs  of  program  administration.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  estimates  that  such  costs  typically  run  to  about  7  percent 
of  the  value  of  the  bonus  coupons.  In  fact,  during  the  committee 
hearings,  it  was  reported  that  some  of  the  localities  which  need 
the  program  have  found  it  difficult  to  raise  the  funds  that  are 
required  to  cover  these  costs.  To  believe,  therefore,  that  they 
could  absorb  20  percent  of  the  subsidy  cost  itself  is  unrealistic. 

5.  About  60  percent  of  the  people  now  participating  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  are  receiving  welfare  grants  under  State 
or  local  relief  funds.  It  is  out  of  these  grants  that  the  families 
are  purchasing  their  food  coupons.  So  States  and  localities  are 
also  indirectly  contributing  significant  sums  to  the  program — in 
the  form  of  the  moneys  used  by  welfare  people  to  make  regular 
coupon  purchases. 

6.  It  will  be  necessary  for  such  States  to  contribute  to  the  cost 
of  the  bonus  coupons  for  both  families  receiving  public  assistance 
and  to  those  families  not  receiving  public  assistance.  Many  of 
these  latter  families  are  not  on  public  assistance  because  the 
State  has  been  unable  to  finance  a  welfare  program  that  was 
broad  enough  to  meet  their  needs.  For  example,  less  than 
half  the  States  have  been  able  to  take  advantage  of  the  expanded 
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aid  to  dependent  children  with  unemployed  parents  (ADC-UP) 
even  though  that  broader  program  has  been  authorized  since 
1961.  Therefore,  it  is  unrealistic  to  believe  those  States  wot  dd 
find  it  possible  to  meet  the  food  stamp  matching  requirements 
proposed  by  the  committee. 

7.  The  adverse  impact  of  this  committee  amendment  is 
immediate — not  something  that  will  be  faced  2  years  from  now. 
States  will  not  continue  to  expand  a  program  that  they  know 
they  will  have  to  abandon  by  1969. 

8.  The  Food  Stamp  Program  has  been  a  highly  popular, 
effectively  operated  program.  Its  purpose  has  been  well  defined 
and  it  has  been  operated  in  a  manner  that  preserves  its  food 
objectives.  Contrary  to  the  views  of  some,  it  does  not  lessen 
the  State’s  responsibility  for  its  basic  welfare  and  relief  programs. 
Rather  it  builds  upon  those  efforts — increasing  the  food  and 
nutrition  of  low-income  families  and  is  closely  connected  with 
the  objectives  of  related  State  progarms. 

In  summary  a  requirement  that  States  contribute  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons — no  matter  how  logical  from  the  stand- 
|  point  of  Federal-State  cooperation— is  a  requirement  that  many 
States  will  be  unable  to  meet.  They  will  be  forced  to  return  to  the 
direct  donation  of  federally  owned  foods  which  experience  has  demon¬ 
strated  is  far  less  effective  and  efficient.  This  would  be  a  serious 
backward  step  in  the  national  need  to  make  use  of  our  food  abundance 
and  the  productive  capacity  of  our  farmers. 

The  committee  amendment  should  be  rejected. 

Thomas  S.  Foley. 
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I.  General  Statement 

We  oppose  the  extension  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  as  proposed 
by  II. R.  1318,  as  amended  by  the  committee. 

The  present  Food  Stamp  Program  is  rapidly  growing  toward  a 
nationwide  Federal  welfare  activity  which  is  structured  in  an  in¬ 
efficient  manner  that  is  progressively  destroying  State  and  local 
responsibility  while  doing  next  to  nothing  for  the  benefit  of  American 
agriculture  and  failing  to  meet  the  needs  of  truly  destitute  persons. 

II.  Background  of  Food  Stamp  Legislation,  1939-67 

A.  THE  FOOD  STAMP  PLAN  OPERATED  BETWEEN  1939  AND  1943 

Scope  o  f  the  plan 

The  food  stamp  plan  began  as  an  experiment  in  May  1939,  in 
Rochester,  N.V . ;  it  was  then  extended  to  five  additional  experimental 
areas.  The  administrative  and  operating  techniques  developed  in 
these  experimental  areas  formed  the  groundwork  for  the  further 
expansion  of  the  program. 

As  measured  by  the  number  of  participants,  the  plan  reached  its 
peak  in  May  1941,  when  approximately  4  million  people  participated. 
New  geographic  areas  were  brought  into  the  plan  after  1941,  but  it 
never  operated  on  a  nationwide  basis.  The  peak  in  area  participation 
was  reached  in  August  1942,  when  1,741  counties  and  88  cities  were 
included.  The  plan  was  discontinued  in  early  1943  when  wartime 
12 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


13 


conditions  had  greatly  reduced  unemployment  and  greatly  increased 
demands  upon  U.S.  food  supplies. 

Basic  operating  principles 

The  plan  was  designed  to  insure  that  the  Federal  contribution 
represented  a  net  increase  in  food  expenditures  among  participating 
families  through  the  use  of  a  two-color  stamp  system.  Participating 
families  were  required  to  exchange  an  amount  of  money  representing 
estimated  normal  food  expenditures  for  orange  stamps  of  the  same 
monetary  value.  With  these  orange  stamps,  participants  were  pro¬ 
vided — without  cost — additional  blue  stamps  which  could  be  used  to 
buy  designated  surplus  foods.  In  this  manner,  the  plan  attempted 
to  concentrate  the  additional  food  purchasing  power  on  surplus  foods, , 
i.e.,  foods  that  were  experiencing  marketing  difficulties. 

Determining  normal  food  expenditures 

To  accomplish  the  basic  objectives  of  the  food  stamp  plan,  partici¬ 
pants  were  required  to  buy  orange  stamps  in  amounts  about  equal 
to  their  normal  food  expenditures.  At  the  inception  of  the  program, 
it  was  assumed  that  the  normal  range  of  food  purchases  of  relief 
families  was  $4  to  $6  per  person  per  month.  With  each  dollar  of 
orange  stamps  purchased,  the  recipient  received  half  again  as  much 
in  free  blue  stamps. 

Operating  experience,  together  with  the  results  of  food  purchase 
studies,  demonstrated  that  the  uniform  minimum  requirement  of 
orange  stamp  purchases  of  $4  per  month  per  person  was  not  workable. 
It  was  determined  that  greater  effectiveness  would  be  obtained  if  the 
orange  stamp  purchase  requirements  were  based  upon  total  cash 
income  available  and  the  number  of  individuals  eating  at  the  family 
table.  Although  basic  nationwide  tables  were  prepared  on  this  income 
basis  of  issuance,  it  was  realized  that  variations  existed  between  areas 
and  that  allowances  had  to  be  made.  Regional  directors  were  given 
the  responsibility  for  determining  the  actual  minimum  and  maximum 
orange  stamp  purchase  requirements  for  each  program  area,  provided 
that  the  requirements  came  within  the  national  limits  established. 

Certification  of  participants 

In  general,  the  persons  eligible  for  participation  in  the  food  stamp 
plan  were  householders  who  prepared  and  ate  their  meals  in  the  home, 
and  who  were  eligible  for  public  assistance  in  the  area  in  which  they 
)  lived.  Usually  participation  was  limited  to  those  persons  receiving 
general  assistance,  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  the  blind,  aid  to  dependent 
children,  State  unemployment  relief,  and  those  receiving  assistance 
from  WPA  in  the  form  of  employment. 

As  the  plan  moved  to  an  income  basis  of  issuance,  the  problems  of 
certification  increased.  It  was  necessary  not  only  to  verify  the  relief 
status  of  the  applicant  family  but  to  also  verify  its  money  income  and 
family  size.  The  plan  required  regular  reinvestigations  to  determine 
the  continued  eligibility  of  all  persons  certified.  It  was  here  that  the 
certifying  agencies  met  with  tremendous  difficulties.  With  the  mount¬ 
ing  number  of  participants  in  the  program,  the  number  of  caseworkers 
available  in  the  certifying  agencies  was  insufficient  to  make  reinvesti¬ 
gations  within  a  reasonable  time.  In  some  areas,  a  caseworker  had 
from  500  to  1,000  families  on  his  list. 
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Designation  of  blue  stamp  ( surplus )  foods 

Foods  were  designated  as  blue  stamp  (surplus)  food  each  month  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Participating  retailers  were  required 
to  post  a  notice  of  these  monthly  designations  in  their  stores.  One 
of  the  advantages  of  this  requirement  was  to  bring  these  foods  to  the 
attention  of  all  customers  and,  thus,  encourage  increased  purchases  of 
the  surplus  foods  among  the  nonparticipating  (higher  income)  families. 

During  the  operation  of  the  plan,  more  than  30  food  commodities 
were  placed  on  the  blue  stamp  list.  Included  in  the  listing  were 
butter,  shell  eggs,  cereal  products,  potatoes,  dry  beans,  fresh  vege¬ 
tables,  fresh  and  dried  fruits,  pork  meat  products,  and  lard  and 
shortening. 

In  many  months,  the  blue  stamp  list  included  too  large  a  number  of 
surplus  commodities,  considering  the  total  amount  of  additional  food 
purchasing  power  provided  under  the  plan.  As  a  result,  the  additional 
purchasing  power  appeared  to  be  too  thinly  spread  to  have  significant 
impact  on  the  demand  situation  for  any  particular  surplus  food. 

Stamp  redemption 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  supplied  food  stamp  cards  to  par¬ 
ticipating  retailers  on  which  stamps  were  to  be  pasted  prior  to  their 
presentation  for  redemption.  These  cards  carried  space  for  $10 
worth  of  stamps. 

There  were  three  methods  by  which  the  stamps  could  be  redeemed: 
The  retailer  could  file  a  claim  directly  with  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  he  could  submit  them  to  this  wholesaler  to  the  credit  of  his 
account,  or  he  could  redeem  them  at  his  local  bank.  Wholesalers 
throughout  the  country  cooperated  in  the  plan  by  accepting  stamp 
cards  from  retailers  in  payment  of  accounts.  Banks  performed  the 
redemption  services  for  retailers  and  wholesalers  without  charge. 
However,  as  the  plan  developed  there  was  some  dissatisfaction  ex¬ 
pressed  because  of  the  volume  of  work  required  and  banks  increasingly 
expressed  the  opinion  that  they  were  entitled  to  payment  for  the  work 
performed. 

Problems  oj  noncompliance 

Two  of  the  most  frequent  noncompliance  problems  were  (1)  the 
sale  of  nonsurplus  foods  for  blue  stamps  or  the  sale  of  nonfood  items 
for  stamps,  and  (2)  cash  purchase  by  grocers  of  blue  stamps  from 
participating  families. 

Originally,  major  reliance  for  compliance  with  program  regulations 
was  placed  upon  the  policy  of  self-policing,  together  with  an  edu¬ 
cational  program  for  participating  retailers.  This  soon  had  to  be 
supplemented  with  a  more  specific  compliance  and  investigation 
program.  In  an  effort  to  reduce  the  number  of  violations,  each  par¬ 
ticipating  retailer  was  required  to  sign  a  special  form,  acknowledging 
his  understanding  of  program  regulations  and  his  responsibility  for 
any  violations  committed  by  his  employees.  This  form  was  valid  for 
a  definite  period  of  time — usually  6  months — and  had  to  be  renewed 
in  person.  Later  on,  a  compliance  bond  was  required  of  retailers. 

Administrative  sanctions  were  used  to  penalize  retailers  who  sold 
nonfood  items  for  stamps  or  nonsurplus  food  for  blue  stamps.  When 
violations  involved  illegal  trafficking  in  stamps  or  exchange  of  stamps 
ior  cash,  legal  sanctions  could  be  imposed.  Sections  286,  287,  and 
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1001  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  provide  for  fines  and  imprison¬ 
ment  for  presenting;  false  claims  or  conspiring  to  defraud  the  U.S. 
Government.  Further,  section  231  of  title  31  of  the  code  provides 
heavy  civil  liability  for  false  claims. 

Another  problem  encountered  was  that  of  insuring  continuity  of 
participation  among  families  entering  the  plan.  If,  for  example  the 
families  purchased  stamps  only  every  other  week,  it  provided  a  means 
of  carrying  over  the  blue  stamps  to  supplement  below-normal  food 
expenditures  during  the  weeks  of  nonparticipation.  Thus,  little,  if 
any,  increase  in  the  food  expenditures  of  such  participants  was 
achieved.  Difficulties  with  intermittent  participation  were  marked 
during  the  early  days  of  the  plan  but  decreased  considerably  as  addi¬ 
tional  experience  was  gained  by  both  participants  and  program  ad¬ 
ministrators. 

Program  administration 

The  plan  was  first  administered  by  the  Federal  Surplus  Commodi¬ 
ties  Corporation,  and  later  by  the  Surplus  Marketing  Administration, 
Agricultural  Marketing  Administration,  and  the  Food  Distribution 
Administration  of  the  Department.  The  United  States  was  divided 
into  four  regions,  each  with  a  regional  director  who  was  given  con¬ 
siderable  discretionary  powers  to  carry  out  program  policy  and 
procedures. 

A  city  or  a  county  (or  a  combination  of  both)  constituted  an  area  in 
the  administration  of  the  plan.  In  the  selection  of  areas  for  partici¬ 
pation,  a  duly  constituted  authority  from  the  area  (such  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  State,  the  mayor  of  a  city,  or  the  county  board  of  super¬ 
visors)  petitioned  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  designation.  Me¬ 
dium-sized  communities  were  first  designated  and,  as  the  techniques 
of  operation  were  improved,  the  plan  was  set  up  in  large  metropolitan 
areas.  Rural  areas  presented  special  problems  in  administration- 
income  certification  was  difficult  because  of  the  importance  of  non¬ 
money  income  and  home-produced  food;  the  grocery  stores  were 
scattered;  the  number  of  participants  small;  and  the  central  stamp 
issuing  offices  few. 

The  wholehearted  cooperation  of  welfare  and  other  public  officials, 
food  retailers,  and  banks  in  the  designated  areas  was  essential  to  the 
success  of  the  plan.  It  was  necessary  that  the  local  governing  body 
maintain  a  revolving  fund  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the 
orange  stamps  received  by  its  issuing  offices,  to  be  responsible  for  the 
proper  issuance  of  the  free  blue  stamps,  and  to  provide  the  personnel, 
space,  and  fixtures  necessary  for  the  issuance  of  food  stamps  to 
certified  eligibles.  The  area,  however,  was  reimbursed  for  the  orange 
stamps  from  the  proceeds  of  sales  to  stamp  recipients.  To  provide 
assurance  that  such  responsibilities  would  be  executed,  agreements 
were  negotiated  between  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
governing  body  of  the  area. 

Effect  on  participants’  food  expenditures 

During  the  46  months  the  plan  was  in  operation,  the  additional 
food  purchasing  power  provided  to  participants  by  the  Federal 
Government  totaled  $260  million.  It  has  been  estimated  that  this 
supplemental  purchasing  power  amounted  to  an  average  of  4  percent 
of  total  food  sales  in  some  of  the  cities  where  the  plan  operated.  How¬ 
ever,  had  the  plan  been  available  to  all  families  receiving  general 
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welfare  or  Work  Projects  Administration  assistance  during  1939-43, 
it  has  been  estimated  that  the  cost  of  the  Federal  contribution  would 
have  been  about  $400  million  a  year.  An  additional  $200  to  $240 
million  would  have  been  required  annually  to  extend  the  plan  to  all 
urban  families  with  incomes  of  less  than  $1,000  a  year. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  what  the  plan  did  increase  food  consumption 
levels  among  participating  groups.  However,  it  proved  to  be  more 
effective  in  increasing  participants’  expenditures  on  some  surplus  foods 
than  on  others.  In  general,  it  had  its  greatest  effect  upon  those  foods 
most  responsive  to  income  changes;  i.e.,  animal  products  and  most 
fruits  and  vegetables. 

While  the  two-color  stamp  system  was  employed  to  help  insure  that 
the  additional  food  money  provided  was  spent  on  surplus  foods,  that 
system  could  not  guarantee  increased  purchases  of  each  food  on  the 
list.  A  participant  who  did  not  wish  to  purchase  larger  quantities  of 
a  particular  surplus  food  could  do  so  by  buying  his  usual  quantities 
with  blue  stamps  and  using  none  of  his  orange  stamps  for  such  pur¬ 
poses.  With  the  relatively  large  number  of  items  on  the  blue  stamp 
list,  participants  had  considerable  freedom  of  choice  in  determining 
the  surplus  foods  for  which  their  blue  stamps  would  be  used.  For  this 
reason,  there  is  serious  doubt  as  to  whether  the  two-color  stamp 
system  (which  introduced  many  complexities  into  the  operation  of  the 
plan),  had  a  significant  effect  upon  the  kinds  of  additional  food  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  recipients. 

B.  THE  FOOD  STAMP  PLAN  FROM  1943  TO  1961 

From  the  time  the  first  food  stamp  program  was  dropped  in  1943 
until  1961,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under  the  leadership  of 
Secretaries  Wickard,  Anderson,  Brannan,  and  Benson  did  not  reinstate 
it.  The  basic  authority  in  “section  32”  used  in  1939-43  remained  in 
effect  but  it  was  not  used. 

In  the  mid-1950’s  some  congressional  support  to  reactivate  the 
food  stamp  program  developed.  In  the  85th  Congress,  H.R.  13067, 
a  bill  to  establish  a  nationwise  food  stamp  program  was  defeated  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

In  the  86th  Congress,  lej  islation  which  authorized  a  nationwide 
food  stamp  plan  was  enacted.1  It  was  later  repealed  by  the  89th 
Congress.2 

That  provision  of  law,  which  was  adopted  as  an  amendment  to 
Public  Law  480  in  1959,  contained  these  salient  features: 

1.  It  applied  for  a  2-year  period  running  from  February  1 ,  1960, 
to  January  31,  1962; 

2.  It  was  discretionary  with  the  Secretary  as  to  whether  a 
program  would  be  initiated  or  not; 

3.  It  authorized  an  annual  appropriation  of  $250  million, 
including  the  cost  of  the  surplus  foods  donated; 

4.  It  was  limited  to  only  surplus  foods  acquired  by  CCC  under 
the  price-support  program  or  under  “section  32”; 

5.  The  program  would  be  available  to  local  governments  only 
if  requested  by  them;  and 

6.  The  Secretary  was  directed  to  report  to  Congress  within  6 
months  of  the  enactment  on  the  possible  expansion  of  the  program. 


1  The  act  of  Sept.  21, 1950,  73  Stat.  608,  7  U.S.C.  1695. 

2  The  act  of  Nov.  11,  1966,  80  Stat.  1535,  Public  Law  89-808. 
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Secretary  Benson  did  not  exercise  his  discretionary  authority  to  use 
this  program.  Neither  did  Secretary  Freeman,  who  relied  instead  on 
the  broad  language  of  “section  32”  for  the  pilot  programs. 

On  February  1,  1962,  this  authority  expired  and  it  is  no  longer  in 
effect.  The  administration  did  not  seek  its  extension  or  amendment. 

C.  THE  PILOT  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM,  1961-64 

On  May  25,  1961,  the  first  pilot  food  stamp  project  was  inaugurated 
in  McDowell  County,  W.  Va.  Approximately  1  month  later  seven 
other  pilot  projects  were  opened  in  Franklin  County,  111.;  Floyd 
County,  Ky. ;  Detroit,  Mich.;  the  Virginia-Hibbing-Nashwauk  com¬ 
plex  in  northern  Minnesota;  Silver  Bow  County,  Mont.;  San  Miguel 
County,  N.  Mex. ;  and  Fayette  County,  Pa. 

From  1961  to  1964  the  pilot  program  expanded  to  43  projects  in 
22  States. 

The  statutory  authority  and  source  of  funds  for  the  pilot  programs 
was  clause  (2)  of  “section  32”  which  provides: 

SECTION  32  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  320,  74TH  CONGRESS 

Sec.  32.  There  is  hereby  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year 
beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1936,  an 
amount  equal  to  30  per  centum  of  the  gross  receipts  from 
duties  collected  under  the  customs  laws  during  the  period 
January  1  to  December  31,  both  inclusive,  preceding  the 
beginning  of  each  such  fiscal  year.  Such  sums  shall  be 
maintained  in  a  separate  fund  and  shall  be  used  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  only  to  *  *  *  (1)  *  *  *;  (2)  en¬ 
courage  the  domestic  consumption  of  such  commodities  or 
products  by  diverting  them,  by  the  payment  of  benefits  or 
indemnities  or  by  other  means,  from  the  normal  channels 
of  trade  and  commerce  or  by  increasing  their  utilization 
through  benefits,  indemnities,  donations,  or  by  other  means, 
among  persons  in  low-income  groups  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture;  and  (3)  *  *  *.  [Emphasis  added.] 

This  is  the  same  statutory  authority  used  in  1939-43.  The  specific 
food  stamp  statute  which  expired  in  1962  was  never  used. 

As  can  readily  be  seen,  the  pilot  program  rested  entirely  on  the 
four  words  “or  by  other  means”  and  the  regulations  issued  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  thereunder. 

D.  THE  FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  1964 - H.R.  10222  AND  FOOD  STAMP  LEGIS¬ 

LATION  IN  THE  88TH  CONGRESS 

On  April  22,  1963,  the  administration  bill,  H.R.  5733,  was  introduced 
in  the  House  of  Representatives.  On  June  10,  11,  and  12,  1963,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  held  3  days  of  hearings. 

A  Special  Subcommittee  on  Food  Stamps  then  considered  H.R. 
5733  and  three  committee  prints. 

A  clean  bill,  H.R.  8107,  was  introduced  on  August  15,  1963.  This 
bill  was  considered  by  the  full  Committee  on  Agriculture  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  4,  1964,  and  it  was  tabled  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  19  to  14. 
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On  February  18,  1964,  another  bill,  slightly  different  from  H.R. 
8107,  was  introduced.  Then  on  March  3  still  another  slightly  dif¬ 
ferent  bill  was  introduced  as  H.R.  10222. 

The  next  day,  March  4,  1964,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  ordered 
H.R.  10222  reported  to  the  House,  with  amendments,  by  a  rollcall 
vote  of  18  to  16  with  one  member  of  the  committee  not  voting  and 
two  members  reserving  the  right  to  oppose  the  bill  on  the  floor  of  the 
House. 

The  bill  was  brought  to  the  floor  of  the  House  on  April  7  and  8, 
1964,  at  the  same  time  the  famous  “cotton-wheat”  bill  was  being 
considered  in  the  House. 

As  a  result  of  a  series  of  extraordinary  events,  both  the  cotton- 
wheat  bill  and  the  food  stamp  bill  were  passed  on  April  8.  These 
extraordinary  events  were  as  follows: 

1.  At  2:06  p.m.  the  House  recessed  to  participate  in  lving-in-state 
ceremonies  for  the  late  General  of  the  Army  Douglas  MacArthur 
(Congressional  Record,  Apr.  8,  1964,  p.  7290). 

2.  At  3:55  p.m.  the  recess  ended  and  the  House  commenced  debate 
on  H.R.  10222,  the  food  stamp  bill  (Congressional  Record,  Apr.  8, 
1964,  p.  7290). 

3.  At  the  conclusion  of  debate  an  engrossed  copy  of  the  bill  was 
demanded  prior  to  the  motion  to  recommit  and  final  passage  (Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  Apr.  8,  1964,  p.  7303). 

4.  Debate  commenced  on  the  cotton-wheat  bill  (Congressional 
Record,  Apr.  8,  1964,  p.  7303). 

5.  At  6  p.m.  the  Chair  declared  another  recess  and  at  9:04  p.m. 
the  House  was  called.  The  following  parliamentary  colloquy  oc¬ 
curred  : 

Mr.  Halleck.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  Speaker.  The  gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  Halleck.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  short  while  ago  the  speaker 
declared  a  recess.  Am  1  to  understand  that  that  was  done 
under  the  unamimous-consent  request  that  was  given 
yesterday  for  the  MacArthur  ceremonies  in  the  Capitol? 

The  Speaker.  The  Chair  will  state  that  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  Albert),  was  as  follows: 

“Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  at  any  time  on  Wednesday  and  Thursday  for  the 
Chair  to  declare  a  recess  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.” 

Mr.  Halleck.  In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  con¬ 
ferred  blanket  authority,  but  is  it  not  also  true  that  what 
we  had  in  mind  were  the  MacArthur  ceremonies? 

The  Speaker.  The  Chair  will  state  that  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  gave  authority  to  the  Chair  to  declare  a 
recess  (Congressional  Record,  April  8,  1964,  pp.  7373-7374). 

6.  Later  the  motion  to  recommit  was  defeated  and  the  food  stamp 
bill  was  passed  229  to  1S9  and  eventually  became  Public  Law  88-525, 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  (Congressional  Record,  Apr.  8,  1964, 
pp.  7307-7308). 

7.  House  Resolution  665,  dealing  with  the  cotton-wheat  bill,  was 
immediately  called  up  for  consideration  in  the  House. 

The  late  Honorable  Clarence  Brown  of  Ohio  made  the  following 
observation: 
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Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  has  been  a 
rather  unusual  and  historic  day.  There  have  been  many 
happenings  today.  The  House  lias  stopped  in  its  delib¬ 
erations  today,  as  did  the  other  body,  to  pay  respects  to  one  of 
the  greatest  Americans  of  all  time,  Gen.  Douglas  MacArthur. 
Perhaps  for  that  reason  alone  this  has  been  a  historic  day. 

Yet  we  have  seen  other  history  made  today.  Seldom  in 
my  experience,  and  I  have  been  here  26  years,  with  46  years 
in  public  life,  have  I  been  given  the  opportunity  to  speak 
twice  on  the  same  piece  of  legislation  during  the  same  day. 
That  has  been  a  rather  strange  situation. 

When  I  spoke  originally  today  on  the  resolution  that  is 
before  us  I  described  it  as  an  unusual  parliamentary  ma¬ 
neuver  seldom  resorted  to,  one  to  thwart  the  will  of  435  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  and  to  take  away  from  them,  through  a 
rather  peculiar,  yet  legal,  method  as  far  as  the  rules  of  the 
House  are  concerned,  but  still  very  peculiar,  arrangement 
whereby,  through  the  adoption  of  this  resolution,  we  would 
at  the  same  time  accept  and  approve  the  amendments 
adopted  by  the  other  body,  the  Senate,  to  a  cotton  bill 
previously  passed  by  this  House,  and  thereby  put  into  effect 
an  entirely  new  program  for  the  production  of  wheat  in 
America,  and  for  other  farm  products  as  well. 

*  *  *  So  I  am  just  hoping  now  that  each  and  every  one  of 
you  will  search  your  own  heart  and  souls  as  to  whether  or  not 
you  have  sold  your  constitutional  rights,  your  prerogatives, 
jrnur  privileges,  and  your  power  to  represent  your  own  people 
as  your  own  judgment  and  your  own  conscience  tells  you,  for  a 
mess  of  pottage — for  a  little  handbook  of  food  stamps  (Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  Apr.  8,  1964,  pp.  7310-7311). 

8.  The  cotton-wheat  bill  was  then  passed  211-203  (Congressional 
Record,  April  8,  1964,  p.  7329). 

III.  An  Inefficient  Program 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  intrinsically  inefficient.  The  cost- 
benefit  ratio  between  total  Federal  expenditures  and  the  number  of 
persons  receiving  benefits  is  very  low,  while  the  ratio  of  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  to  the  number  of  food  stamp  projects  is  distress¬ 
ingly  high. 

A.  LOW  COST-BENEFIT  RATIO 

The  fiscal  year  1968  administrative  budget  calls  for  $195  million  to 
finance  the  Food  Stamp  Program  in  the  upcoming  fiscal  year.  By 
June  30,  the  Department  states,  there  will  be  approximately  2  million 
people  receiving  food  stamps.  Put  another  way,  it  takes  $195  million 
to  subsidize  the  food  supply  of  2  million  people  under  the  Food  Stamp 
Program.  In  other  programs  such  as  school  lunch,  for  example,  the 
results  are  much  better.  In  the  school  lunch  program  over  15  million 
children  receive  hot  lunches  from  a  Federal-State  program  toward 
which  the  Federal  Government  contributes  $226  million.  Put  another 
way,  $226  million  (slightly  more  than  the  food  stamp  appropriation) 
helps  subsidize  the  lunches  of  15  million  people  (over  seven  times  as 
many  as  the  Food  Stamp  Program). 
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B.  BALLOONING  BUREAUCRACY 

Programs  like  the  Food  Stamp  Program  are  hastening  the  dav 
when  the  number  of  employees  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will 
exceed  the  number  of  farms  in  America. 

There  are  now  some  589  food  stamp  project  areas  with  a  scheduled 
expansion  to  875  by  June  30,  1967.  At  the  same  time  there  are  831 
employees  in  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  administering  the 
program.  With  some  3,200  counties  and  numerous  cities  in  the 
United  States,  it  is  obvious  that  the  food  stamp  bureaucracy  in  the 
Agriculture  Department  will  continue  to  grow  and  grow  unless  some¬ 
thing  is  done  now  to  check  this  inefficient  method  of  providing 
welfare  aid. 

IV.  Rejection  of  Food  Stamp  Plan  Would  Not  Halt  Food  Aid 

to  Needy 

One  important  point  to  bear  in  mind  about  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  is  that  no  recipients,  no  matter  how  needy  they  may  be,  get 
free  food.  Even  the  most  destitute  recipients  are  required  to  contrib-j 
ute  a  portion  of  their  meager  income  toward  the  cost  of  the  food 
stamps. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  merely  a  food  subsidy  to  people  who 
already  have  money;  not  food  aid  to  those  who  have  no  money. 

The  Direct  Distribution  Program  of  the  Department,  however, 
provides  a  variety  of  foods  to  the  needy  regardless  of  the  fact  that 
they  do  not  have  any  money. 

a.  donations  under  direct  distribution  program 

The  following  USDA  press  release  of  March  3,  1967,  shows  the 
magnitude  of  the  present  Direct  Distribution  Program  which  has 
operated  for  the  past  32  years,  which  now  operates  in  non-food-stamp 
areas,  and  which  would  continue  to  operate  if  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  were  terminated: 

USDA  FOOD  DONATIONS  BENEFITED  MILLIONS  IN  FIRST  HALF  OF  FISCAL 

1967 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  f' 
Washington,  March  3,  1967.  ^  I 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  L.  Freeman  reported  today  that 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  food  assistance  programs  were 
available  to  needy  people  and  schoolchildren  in  more  communities 
during  the  first  half  of  fiscal  1967  (July— December  1966)  than  during 
the  same  period  a  year  earlier. 

At  the  end  of  December  1966,  1,498  counties  and  114  cities  were 
distributing  USDA  foods  to  needy  families.  In  addition,  USDA’s 
Food  Stamp  Program  functioned  in  another  477  areas.  In  the  same 
month  of  1965,  the  Secretary  said,  foods  were  being  distributed  in 
1,606  counties  and  247  cities,  while  the  Food  Stamp  Program  was 
available  in  191  areas. 

USDA’s  food  donation  program  functioning  in  all  50  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the 
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Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific,  during  the  first  half  of  fiscal  1967, 
benefited  3.6  million  persons  in  family  units,  1.3  million  needy  adults 
and  children  in  charitable  institutions,  1.3  million  children  in  non¬ 
profit  summer  camps,  and  21  million  children  at  school.  An  addi¬ 
tional  1.3  million  of  the  Nation’s  needy  took  part  in  USD A’s  Food 
Stamp  Program.  Comparative  figures  for  1966  were  4.6  million  in 
family  units,  1.3  million  needy  adults  and  children  in  charitable 
institutions,  1.2  million  children  in  nonprofit  summer  camps,  and 
20  million  children  at  school.  Some  792,000  of  the  Nation’s  needy 
took  part  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 

Total  USD  A  domestic  food  donations  during  July  1 -December  31, 
1966,  came  to  an  estimated  667.9  million  pounds  compared  with  817.9 
million  during  the  same  period  last  year.  Needy  persons  in  family 
units,  during  the  comparable  periods,  received  355.5  million  pounds 
against  418  million;  institutions  received  61.8  million  pounds  against 
77.1  million;  and  schools  received  250.6  million  pounds  against  322.8 
million. 

The  Secretary  noted  that  the  list  of  donated  foods  varies  from  time 
to  time,  and  that  some  foods  may  not  be  available  for  extensive 
^distribution  during  any  given  fiscal  quarter  or  year.  Examples  of 
such  foods  during  the  first  half  of  fiscal  1967  were  butter,  cheese,  and 
frozen  turkeys  for  schools.  This  variation,  along  with  reduced  case¬ 
loads,  accounted  for  a  drop  of  some  41  percent  in  the  value  of  total 
donations  in  the  first  half  of  fiscal  1967  compared  with  the  first  half 
of  fiscal  1966.  (However,  during  December  1966,  exclusively  for 
schools,  USD  A  was  able  to  buy,  at  a  cost  of  $62.8  million,  some  229 
million  pounds  of  foods  that  had  been  unavailable.  These  foods 
were  scheduled  for  delivery  during  January-February  1967,  and  are 
not  a  part  of  the  July-December  distribution  totals.  See  USDA 
release  4080-66,  dated  Dec.  27,  1966.) 

Moreover,  the  school  totals  do  not  include  additional  food  that 
USDA’s  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  purchases  for  and  dis¬ 
tributes  exclusively  to  schools  taking  part  in  the  national  school  lunch 
program. 

State  and  local  governments  cooperate  with  USDA’s  Consumer 
and  Marketing  Service  to  bring  these  food-assistance  programs  to 
needy  people  in  families  and  institutions,  and  to  schoolchildren. 
The  foods  are  always  available  on  a  priority  basis  to  feed  victims  of 

) natural  disasters. 

The  following  table  shows  the  number  of  needy  persons  in  faimly 
units  receiving  donated  foods  in  December  1966: 


Alabama _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California.  _ 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky.  . 
Louisiana.  _ 


117, 721 
79, 054 
78, 664 
57, 453 
17, 490 
1,  418 
23, 126 
119, 556 
139, 286 
5,  000 
65, 510 
41, 733 
40, 410 
20, 182 
60,  800 
35,  228 


Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts.  . 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire. 

New  Jersey - 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina. 
North  Dakota.  . 


17, 235 
49, 967 
35, 983 
103, 846 
29, 023 
411, 205 
86,414 

14,  410 
14, 131 

1,888 
6,  615 
18, 725 
34,  851 
404, 546 
127, 010 

15,  992 
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Ohio -  42,  074 

Oklahoma _  219,  908 

Oregon -  53,  928 

Pennsylvania _  94,  279 

Puerto  Rico _  566,  846 

Rhode  Island _  3,  233 

South  Dakota _  28,  025 

Tennessee _  31,487 

Texas -  144,  787 

Utah -  12,  057 


Vermont _  _ 

-  9,991 

Virginia  _ _ 

-  7, 944 

Virgin  Islands..  .  . 

-  3, 335 

Washington 

-  53,  173 

West  Virginia 

-  51,735 

Wisconsin 

-  35,988 

Wyoming 

-  3, 267 

Trust  territory 

-  570 

T  otal _ 

-  3,637,099 

The  following  tables  show  totals  of  food  acquired  under  the  price- 
support  and  surplus-removal  operations  and  donated  for  domestic 
distribution  during  the  first  half  of  fiscal  1967  by  commodity  and  cost 
with  comparisons  for  the  previous  fiscal  year: 


Quantities  of  foods  donated  for  domestic  use,  fiscal  year  1966  and  estimated 

1st  half  fiscal  year  1967 


[In  millions  of  pounds] 


Commodity 

Schools  1 2 

Institutions 

Needy  persons 

Total 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half  IN 
fiscal 
year 

1907 

Beans,  dry _ 

Beef,  canned,  natural  juices 

Beef,  fresh  ground  and  roasts,. 

Bulgur _ 

Butter. . . 

Cheese..  ... 

Cherries,  canned  . . 

15.1 

.5 

.9 

1.7 
95.  7 
13.0 

9.7 
1.5 

19.6 

.1 

182.0 
.  7 
2.0 
37.5 

5.3 
.2 

1.6 

1.3 
6.0 
2.6 

0 

2.7 

0 

.9 

7.4 

1.2 

1.1 

.4 

0 

0 

32.9 

71.9 

2.0 

22.7 

5.8 

0.9 

2.3 

1.0 

.2 

50.7 

72.4 
.9 

4.6 

125.8 
20.0 

9.7 
1.5 

138.4 

.3 

470.3 
15.0 

2.0 

96.8 

30.9 

23.5 

155.3 

7.3 

2.5  1. 

1.6 

2.7  1 
6.2 

2.6 

0 

Cherries,  frozen.. 

Cornmeal . .  . . 

Eggs,  dried.. 

Flour _  . 

Grits,  corn  . 

Honey.  .  .  . 

11.7 

0 

99.  7 
.5 

0 

22.  7 

5.9 

.1 

70.8 

1.4 

2.6 

0 

32.5 

.6 

112.9 

.1 

217.5 

12.9 

50.0 

90.9 

7.6 

64.3  i 

0 

223. 1  1 

8.7 

0 

47.9  i 

24. 9 

36.5  ! 

71.4 
.7 

0 

Lard  or  shortening _ 

Margarine.  . 

9.9 

8.0 

13.0 

4.  6 
7.0 

5.5 

.1 

49.4 
22.9 

22.4 
110.3 

20.6 

17.9 

35.8 

47.2 

.5 

Meat,  canned  chopped  . 

Milk,  nonfat  dry.  _ 

Oats,  rolled..  _ 

1. 1 

32.0 

18!  7 
.1 

0 

Olives,  canned.  .  .. 

.2 

.4 

8.7 

.3 

14.5 

.  2 
.5 
8.7 
4.0 
40.2 

Onions..  . 

.  1 

Orange  juice,  concentrated _ 

0 

0 

Peaches,  fresh. 

3.7 

Peanut  butter.  . 

12.0 
17. 1 
1.6 
0 

4.5 

25.7 

10.2 

22.2 

17.1 

9.5 

0  J 

4. 5  Mi 

Pears,  canned. .. 

Peas,  dried. . 

Pecans,  shelled..  _ 

Plums,  canned.  .  . 

3.3 

1.5 

0 

.5 

4.5 
16.  5 
10.5 
30.7 
29.3 

9.0 

1.6 

.6 

17.4 

7.3 

22.3 
1.5 

0 

4.0 

5.8 

16.5 

20.5 
120.5 

29.3 
51.0 

Plums,  fresh..  ._  _. 

3.5 

1.3 

Potatoes,  sweet. ..  _ 

- \,l 

Prunes,  dried,  canned _ 

.3 

8.8 

18.0 

12.3 

4.9 

.3 

21. 2 

57.’ 4 

12.3 

23.0 

Raisins . . 

Rice.. 

Turkeys,  frozen _ 

Wheat,  rolled.  _ 

Total...  _ 

9.1 

4.6 

4.5 

2.3 

10.0 

80.7 

37.4 

12.4 

34.9 

15.8 

543.0 

250.  6 

145.2 

61.8 

854.9 

355.5 

1,  543. 1 

667.9 

1  These  data  do  not  include  foods  bought  under  sec.  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  and  distributed 
to  schools  participating  in  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

2  Less  than  50,000  pounds. 
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Cost  of  foods  donated  for  domestic  use,  fiscal  year  1966  and  estimated  1st  half  fiscal 

year  1967 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Commodity 

Schools  1 

Institutions 

Needy  persons 

Total 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Fiscal 

year 

1966 

1st  half 
fiscal 
year 
1967 

Beans,  dry -  . .  _  _ 

1.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.1 

2.6 

0.1 

4.0 

0.6 

Beef,  canned,  natural  juices . 

.3 

.  1 

36.9 

1.2 

37.2 

1.3 

Beef,  fresh  ground  and  roasts _ 

.6 

1.0 

0 

.6 

1.0 

Bulgur -  - -  - 

.1 

.  1 

.1 

(2) 

.i 

,i 

.3 

.  2 

Butter . . . 

59.7 

3.7 

4.6 

(2) 

14.2 

,i 

78.5 

3.8 

Cheese.-  _  _ _ _  - 

5.0 

1.0 

.5 

(2) 

2.2 

1.0 

Cherries,  canned _ 

1.2 

0 

1.2 

0 

Cherries,  frozen _ _ _ _ 

.2 

.2 

Cornmeal _ _ 

.7 

.5 

.2 

.1 

4.2 

1.8 

5.1 

2.4 

Eggs,  dried..  __  _ _ _ _ 

.  1 

0 

.  1 

(2) 

.  1 

.3 

(2) 

Flour _ 

10.8 

5.9 

4.2 

1.9 

12.9 

5.4 

27.9 

13.2 

Grits,  corn..  . . . 

0 

0 

.1 

(=) 

.  7 

.4 

.8 

.4 

Honey. -  _  _ _ 

.4 

(2) 

.  4 

0 

Lard  or  shortening . . . 

6.3 

3.9 

1.7 

.8 

8.3 

3.5 

16.3 

8.2 

Margarine _  _ 

1.3 

1.  1 

3.7 

2.9 

5.0 

4.0 

Meat,  canned  chopped . .  .  ..  ... 

.6 

.3 

10.7 

17.3 

11.3 

17.6 

Milk,  nonfat,  dry  _ _ _ 

5.1 

2.9 

2.0 

.9 

17.4 

7.5 

24.5 

11.3 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

0 

0 

n 

(2) 

(2) 

Onions . . . . . . 

(2) 

0 

(2) 

2.  1 

0 

2.  1 

C2) 

(2) 

.  3 

.  3 

Peanut  butter _ 

3.9 

3.3 

7.  0 

2.7 

10.9 

6.  0 

2.6 

2.6 

Peas,  dried.  - - -  ... 

.3 

.  1 

.  i 

.  1 

1.4 

.6 

1.8 

.8 

Pecans,  shelled.  _  _ _ _ 

1.  1 

0 

1.  1 

(2) 

(2) 

.  4 

(2) 

.  4 

Plums,  fresh  _  _ _ 

.  1 

.  4 

.5 

.2 

.  1 

.3 

2.3 

.  1 

2.3 

.  1 

1.  5 

1  2 

1.  4 

1.8 

2.9 

3.  0 

Rice _ _ _  _ _  - 

3.0 

1.8 

.9 

.4 

7.9 

3.4 

11.8 

5.6 

9.5 

4.  0 

9.5 

4.  0 

Wheat,  rolled.. . . . . 

.6 

.3 

_  2 

.2 

2.3 

.9 

3.1 

1.4 

Total _ _ _ 

116.9 

33.6 

17.0 

5.6 

134.0 

49.7 

267.9 

88.9 

'  These  data  do  not  include  foods  bought  under  sec.  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  and  distributed 
to  schools  participating  in  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

!  Less  than  $50,000. 


B.  THE  DIRECT  DISTRIBUTION  PROGRAM — HOW  IT  WORKS 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  acquires  surplus  foods  through 
agricultural  price  support  and  stabilization  or  surplus  removal 
programs.  The  purpose  of  the  food  donation  programs  is  to  assist  in 
the  proper  disposal  of  these  surplus  commodities.  These  commodities 
are  held  in  the  inventories  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
are  available  for  sale  or  other  disposal  under  certain  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  by  law. 

When  a  commodity  not  covered  by  price  supports  encounters 
serious  marketing  difficulties,  the  Department  may  undertake  a  one¬ 
time  or  short-term  purchase  program  to  remove  the  surplus  from  the 
market. 

The  quantity  purchased  under  such  a  surplus  removal  program  is 
limited  by  the  amount  eligible  recipients  can  effectively  utilize  in  a 
reasonable  period  because  these  are  commodities  that  cannot  be  held 
in  storage  for  any  sustained  length  of  time.  Many  tunes,  however, 
the  market  can  be  effectively  stabilized  with  an  even  smaller  purchase; 
if  so,  purchases  are  limited  to  that  amount. 
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The  authority  for  such  surplus  purchase  and  donation  operations 
is  contained  in  section  32  of  the  act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,3 
and  related  legislation. 

Under  the  Direct  Distribution  Program  the  Department  is  author¬ 
ized  to  donate  them  to  school  lunch  programs,  needy  Indians,  and 
for  use  of  needy  people  in  charitable  institutions  and  family  units  in 
this  country. 

If  the  available  surplus  food  supplies  exceed  the  requirements  of  the 
eligible  recipients  in  this  country,  they  may  then  be  offered  to  U.S. 
voluntary  agencies  for  distribution  to  needy  people  in  other  countries. 

This  authority  to  donate  surplus  CCC  foods  for  needy  persons  in 
other  countries  as  well  as  at  home  is  contained  in  section  416  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.4 

The  kind  and  quantity  of  surplus  foods  available  change  from  time 
to  time.  As  surplus  foods  become  available,  the  needs  of  domestic 
outlets  such  as  schools,  institutions,  and  needy  persons  are  fully  met 
before  the  foods  are  offered  to  needy  people  abroad.  The  amount 
moving  to  needy  families  is  limited  only  by  the  distribution  made  by 
State  and  local  authorities. 

In  donating  surplus  foods  for  use  by  eligible  needy  people,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  in  the  past  followed  the  accepted  prin¬ 
ciple  that  the  administration  of  welfare  programs  is  the  responsibility 
of  States  and  local  communities.  Until  the  advent  of  the  pilot  Food 
Stamp  Program,  the  Department  did  not  establish  a  single  national 
standard  which  the  economic  need  of  people  is  to  be  determined. 

Under  the  Direct  Distribution  Program,  each  State  establishes  eligi¬ 
bility  standards  for  determining  economic  need  and  appropriate  public 
well are  agencies  within  each  State  certify  needy  people  to  receive 
surplus  food  on  the  basis  of  these  eligibility  standards.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  simply  requires  that  the  eligibility  standards  used  by  each  State 
bear  a  close  relationship  to  the  eligibility  standards  used  in  the  State’s 
own  welfare  program. 

Each  State  makes  arrangements  with  its  counties  or  communities 
for  the  certification  of  eligible  families,  for  the  storage  and  handling 
of  donated  foods,  and  for  the  operation  of  a  distribution  center  where 
certified  needy  people  receive  these  foods. 

1  he  method  of  surplus  food  purchase  and  distribution  currently  in 
use  in  the  Direct  Distribution  Program  has  been  in  use  for  32  years 
since  such  activities  were  first  authorized  in  1935.  Throughout  those 
years  this  system  has  proved  to  be  a  simple,  efficient,  and  effective  { 
means  of  distributing  surplus  foods  to  needy  people.  It  stabilizes 
market  prices  for  producers  when  they  market  their  products,  and 
gets  surplus  foods  to  people  who  need  and  can  make  good  use  of  them. 

C.  HOW  THE  FOOD  STAMP  PLAN  WORKS 

In  essence,  this  is  how  the  pilot  Food  Stamp  Program  works: 

All  qualified  persons,  whether  under  State  welfare  or  not,  are  eligible 
to  participate  in  the  program.  The  head  of  the  household  must  make 
application  to  the  local  department  of  welfare  office.  To  meet  the 
I  ederal  standard,  generally  the  household  must  meet  three  basic  re¬ 
quirements  to  be  eligible  to  receive  food  stamps.  First,  the  applicant 


3  7  U.S.C.  612c. 

4  7  U.S.C.  1431. 
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must  be  a  local  resident;  second,  gross  income  and  liquid  assets  must 
be  under  certain  levels  established  for  each  household  size;  and  third, 
cooking  facilities  must  be  available  to  prepare  the  food  in  the  home. 
Applicants  are  required  to  produce  proof  of  their  identity,  residence, 
gross  income,  assets,  and  family  size.  Eligible  families  must  re¬ 
establish  their  eligibility,  or  be  “recertified”  periodically  to  continue 
their  eligibility  to  receive  food  stamps.  Households  are  required  to 
report  to  the  local  welfare  office  those  changes  which  affect  their 
status  or  eligibility  for  participation  in  the  program. 

After  a  household  has  been  determined  eligible,  a  caseworker  then 
determines  under  a  formula  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  amount  of  food  stamps  the  household  must  purchase  and  the 
allotment  of  free  stamps.  This  is  generally  $16  worth  of  stamps  in 
return  for  $10  cash.  This  determination  is  based  on  the  number  of 
persons  and  gross  income  of  the  household.  The  value  of  free  stamps 
issued  is  scaled  to  each  household’s  needs  and  ability  to  purchase  food. 

Eligible  applicant  families  are  issued  an  authorization  card  which 
allows  them  to  purchase  the  designated  amount  of  food  stamps  and 
ireceive  the  designated  amount  of  free  or  bonus  stamps.  The  head  of 
household  then  takes  his  authorization  card  together  with  his  food 
stamp  identification  card  to  an  appropriate  issuing  agency  (in  some 
counties  banks  are  used)  and  purchases  his  food  stamps.  The  stamps 
may  then  be  used  to  purchase  eligible  food  items  in  retail  food  stores 
approved  for  participation  in  the  program.  Retail  grocers  accumu¬ 
lating  food  stamps  deposit  them  with  local  banks  for  cash  and  they 
are  eventually  redeemed  for  cash  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
from  funds  appropriated  annually  by  the  Congress. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  pays  the  entire  cost  of  stamps 
over  and  above  the  amount  paid  by  food  stamp  recipients.  (That  is, 
of  the  $16  worth  of  stamps,  the  Federal  Government  pays  $6,  the 
recipient  pays  $10  and  the  State  pays  nothing.)  In  addition  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  pays  all  the  Federal  administrative 
expenses  and  part  of  the  States’  administrative  expenses. 

V.  Implications  of  a  Nationwide  Food  Stamp  Plan 

The  present  Food  Stamp  Program  (which  this  bill  proposes  to 
extend)  provides  a  so-called  free  ride  for  everybody  except  the  U.S. 
taxpayer,  the  American  farmer,  and  the  acutely  poor. 

States  get  so-called  “free”  aid  from  the  Federal  Government 
to  augment  their  welfare  programs,  as  well  as  receiving  partial  pay¬ 
ment  of  their  own  administrative  expenses. 

Banks  get  fees  for  converting  the  recipients’  cash  into  food  stamps. 

Grocers  get  welfare  recipients  into  their  stores  to  spend  the  stamps. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  runs  the  program. 

With  such  a  “popular”  program,  is  it  any  wonder  that  a  long  line 
is  forming  to  receive  this  so-called  free  Federal  aid? 

But  what  about  the  American  farmer?  He  gets  charged  for  the 
cost  of  the  program  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  no  convincing  evidence 
has  been  produced  to  show  any  significant  increase  in  either  the 
volume  or  the  price  of  the  food  he  sells.  The  American  farmer,  in 
fact,  has  seen  the  parity  ratio  fall  monthly  to  its  present  low  of  74 
on  March  15  of  this  year.  An  extension  of  this  welfare  program 
certainly  holds  no  promise  of  better  farm  prices. 
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But  what  about  the  U.S.  Treasury?  Are  we  not  engaged  in  the 
third  largest  war  in  our  history?  Is  this  a  time  to  expand  a  completely! 
federally  financed  welfare  program? 

But  what  about  the  poor  people  who  cannot  afford  to  buy  stamps?i 
Why  shoidd  such  a  program  be  extended  when  better  ones  are  avail¬ 
able? 

But  what  check  is  there  on  the  program  itself?  How  can  a  local 
community  or  a  State  turn  down  such  an  attractive  offer?  After  all, 
it’s  free. 

Recognizing  that  there  are  low-income  people  in  every  community, 
how  long  will  it  be  before  every  city  and  every  county  in  the  Nation 
is  covered  by  a  “free”  food  stamp  plan?  And  what  of  the  cost? 

The  fiscal  year  1968  budget  calls  for  $195  million.  Yet  only  589 
areas  were  covered  by  the  program  in  January  1965,  with  another  286 
scheduled  to  be  in  operation  by  June  30.  What  will  the  cost  be  when 
every  city  and  every  county  in  America  climbs  aboard  the  so-called 
free  food  stamp  train? 

Frankly,  we  are  concerned  that  this  program  has  all  the  earmarks  . 
of  being  a  runaway  fiscal  drain  on  the  U.S.  Treasury  unless  steps  are|  i 
taken  now  to  curtail  it. 

For  the  information  of  the  House,  there  follows  part  V  of  a  study 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  1957  pursuant  to  Public  i 
Law  84-540  called  An  Analysis  of  Food  Stamp  Plans.  Please  note 
that  the  Department  projected  an  annual  expenditure  of  $600  million 
to  $2.5  billion  for  a  nationwide  Food  Stamp  Program.  Its  1957 
predictions  are  now  being  borne  out  by  the  experience  of  the  present 
Food  Stamp  Program. 

An  Analysis  of  Food  Stamp  Plans  5 
v.  estimates  of  program  participation  and  costs 
Potential  'participation 

It  is  basic  to  the  success  of  a  food  stamp  plan  that  partici¬ 
pation  be  limited  to  those  for  whom  income  is  a  major  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  amount  of  money  that  can  be  spent  for  food. 
However,  there  is  no  exact  measure  by  which  to  identify  such 
persons  and  families. 

Estimates  of  potential  participation  in  a  stamp  plan  there-  A 
fore,  must  necessarily  be  made  within  some  defined  program 
scope.  The  more  restrictive  are  the  limitations  placed  upon 
income  levels  for  participation,  the  greater  would  be  the  po¬ 
tential  increase  in  food  markets  per  dollar  of  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures;  but  too  restrictive  criteria  could  limit  participation  to 
the  point  where  the  total  additional  food  purchasing  power 
provided  would  be  too  small  to  have  any  significant  effect  on 
overall  domestic  food  demand.  On  the  other  hand  as  the 
income  levels  for  participation  go  up,  a  larger  proportion  of 
the  Federal  supplement  is  likely  to  go  to  expenditures  for 
higher  food  quality  and  more  marketing  services. 

Estimates  have  been  made  of  potential  participation  under 
a  program  of  limited,  medium,  and  maximum  scope.  It 


*  Submitted  to  Congress  January  3,  1957  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  540  ,  84th  Congress. 
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must  be  emphasized  that,  in  a  program  of  this  type,  experi¬ 
ence  demonstrates  that  actual  participation  will  always  be 
well  below  any  estimate  of  the  number  of  potentially  eligible 
people.  Moreover,  considering  the  high  levels  of  national 
income  and  employment,  there  are  some  very  practical  prob¬ 
lems  to  be  overcome  in  reaching  the  number  of  people  that 
could  be  included  in  a  program. 

The  operation  of  a  stamp  program  would  require  an 
extensive  staff  on  the  part  of  the  State  agency  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  the  program.  Rather  detailed  investi¬ 
gations  of  the  financial  resources  of  nonrelief  applicants 
would  be  necessary  and  participating  families  would  be 
subject  to  periodic  recertification.  In  addition,  issuing 
offices  would  need  to  be  maintained,  at  which  participating 
families  could  regularly  purchase  their  allotments  of  stamps. 

In  many  areas  of  the  country,  the  general  economic  condi¬ 
tions  would  not  appear  to  justify  the  cost  of  reaching  the 
relatively  small  number  in  the  potentially  eligible  group. 

As  has  been  true  under  the  family  food  donation  program — 
which  requires  a  lesser  cost  on  the  part  of  State  agencies — 
it  is  anticipated  that  stamp  plan  operations  might  largely  be 
confined  to  areas  of  economic  distress. 

Limited  scope  program. — It  appears  that  the  minimum 
scope  for  any  food  stamp  plan  would  be  one  that  confined 
participation  to  those  persons  whose  economic  position 
justifies  some  type  of  welfare  or  relief  assistance. 

According  to  information  maintained  by  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  about  5  million  people  are 
receiving  welfare  assistance  under  the  Social  Security  Act. 

An  additional  800,000  persons  are  receiving  some  type 
of  State  or  local  relief  assistance,  but  complete  reports  are 
not  available  on  assistance  programs  in  which  the  Federal 
Government  does  not  participate. 

Therefore,  under  a  minimum  program,  it  would  be  reason¬ 
able  to  expect  a  potential  participation  of  about  6  million 
persons. 

Medium-scope  program } — The  probable  participation  in  a 
medium-scope  program  has  been  estimated  by  establishing 
the  maximum  permissible  annual  money  income  of  partici¬ 
pants  as  $2,500  for  a  family  and  $1,000  for  single  individuals. 

It  is  assumed  that  at  these  income  levels,  considerable 
economies  generally  are  necessary  in  the  amounts  of  money 
spent  for  food. 

Based  upon  1955  money  income  distributions,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  potential  participation  would  be  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  16  million  persons  in  a  program  of  medium  scope. 

Maximum-scope  program.1 2 — Potential  participation  in  a 
program  of  maximum  scope  has  been  estimated  by  assuming 
that  there  is  an  effective  limitation  on  food  expenditures 
when  40  percent  of  income  is  not  sufficient  to  purchase  a 

1  Estimates  for  potential  participation  under  a  program  of  medium  and  maximum  scope  have  been 
developed  on  the  basis  of  nonfarm  household  income  distributions. 

-  Estimates  for  potential  participation  under  a  program  of  medium  and  maximum  scope  have  been  devel¬ 
oped  on  the  basis  of  nonfarm  household  income  distributions. 
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basic  food  allotment.  The  basic  food  allotment  is  a  low-cost 
adequate  diet  food  plan  developed  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.3 

At  September  1956  retail  prices,  the  basic  allotment  would 
have  cost  about  $5.50  per  person  per  week,  based  on  a 
4-person  family.  Based  upon  the  distribution  of  money 
incomes  in  1955,  it  is  estimated  that  potential  participation 
in  a  maximum-scope  program  could  total  up  to  25  million 
persons.  (See  table  2  for  a  more  detailed  description  of  the 
method  used  in  arriving  at  this  estimate.) 


Table  2. — Estimate  of  number  of  nonfarm  families  and  unrelated  individ¬ 
uals  'potentially  eligible  to  participate  in  a  Federal  food  stamp  program  of 
maximum  scope 


Total 

Income  exclusion  points 
for  participation 

Percent 

of 

Estimated  number 
eligible 

Group 

number 
of  families 
in 

group 

Based  on 
estimated 
cost  > 

Used  to 
estimate 
number 
eligible 

famil  y 
group 
eligible 

Families 

Persons 

a) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Unrelated  individuals. 

Thousands 

Dollars 

965 

Dollars 

Percent 

Thousands 

Thousands 
3, 122 

4,172 
2,805 
2, 866 
3,  700 
2,  778 
5, 404 

Families  of: 

2  persons . . 

12,  269 
8,738 
7,985 
4,  512 
2,084 
1,869 

1,836 

2,  470 
2,860 

3,  575 
4.290 
4,755 

Under  1,500. 
Under  2,000. 
Under  2,500. 
Under  3,000. 
Under  3,500. 
Under  4,000. 

17.0 

10.7 

9.0 

16.4 

22.2 

41.3 

2, 086 
935 
719 
740 
463 
772 

3  persons 

4  persons . 

5  persons... .  . 

6  persons _ 

7  or  more  persons _ 

Total: 

Families _ 

37,  457 

5,715 

21, 725 

24, 857 

Families  and 
individuals. 

1  Estimated  minimum  money  income  needed  by  urban  families  and  unrelated  individuals  to 
obtain  a  low-cost  adequate  diet  (the  food  allotment)  with  40  percent  of  their  income.  The 
estimate  takes  into  account  economy  of  family  size  in  food  preparation  at  home.  Cost  of  diet 
based  on  September  1956  prices. 

Estimated  costs  to  the  Federal  Government 

Costs  to  the  Federal  Government  would  depend  upon  the 
scope  of  the  plan — based  upon  the  eligibility  criteria  estab¬ 
lished  and  the  extent  to  which  the  food  purchasing  power  of 
participants  were  to  be  increased. 

As  shown  in  table  2,  nonfarm  families  with  an  annual 
money  income  between  $2,000  and  $3,000  spent  about  $2 
more  per  person  per  week  for  food  than  did  nonfarm  families 
having  incomes  under  $2,000  a  year.  It  is  reasonable,  there¬ 
fore,  to  try  to  supplement  the  food  purchasing  power  of  par¬ 
ticipants  by  approximately  $100  per  person  per  year. 

On  this  basis,  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government,  exclu- 
size  of  administrative  costs,  could  range  from  an  annual  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $600  million  for  a  program  of  minimum  scope  to 
an  annual  expenditure  of  $2.5  billion  for  a  program  of  maxi¬ 
mum  scope.  With  annual  retail  food  store  sales  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $50  billion,  the  additional  food  purchasing 
power  provided  under  a  food  stamp  program — considering 


3  This  criterion  of  eligibility  has  been  used  in  proposed  legislation  authorizing  the  operation  of  a  food 
stamp  plan,  known  as  the  national  food  allotment  plan. 
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possible  levels  of  substitution  and  diversion  to  nonfood  uses — 
could  range  from  two-thirds  of  1  percent  for  a  limited  program 
to  a  little  more  than  3  percent  for  a  program  of  maximum 
scope. 


Table  3. — Estimated  changes  in  food  consumption  of  nonfarm  families 
with  incomes  of  less  than  $2,000,  in  1955,  if  their  consumption  patterns 
were  those  of  families  with  incomes  between  $2,000  and  $3,000  1 


Food  group 

Average 
consumption 
per  household 
of  3.5  persons, 
with  incomes 
under  $2,000 

Average 
consumption 
per  household 
of  3.5  persons, 
with  incomes 
of  $2,000- 
$3,000 

Percent 

increase 

Fresh  fruits _ _ _ _ _ _ 

.  pounds. 

6.82 

8.53 

25 

Fresh  vegetables  _  .  _  . 

.  ...do _ 

7.42 

8.67 

17 

Canned  and  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables  and 

juices _  _ 

.pounds.. 

4.79 

7.17 

50 

Dried  fruits  and  vegetables _  .  .. 

_ do _ 

1.08 

.88 

-19 

Potatoes _  _ 

_ do,.  _ 

5.79 

6.32 

9 

Meat,  poultry,  fish _ 

_ do _ 

10.  68 

13. 60 

27 

Milk  (including  nutritional  equivalent  of  cheese, 

icecream) _  _ _  _ 

..  .quarts.. 

11.62 

13.71 

18 

Eggs -  - 

_ dozen.. 

1.80 

2.00 

11 

Bakery  products _ 

..pounds.. 

4.90 

6.25 

28 

Flour,  meal,  pastes,  cereals.  _ 

9.41 

7.15 

-24 

Fats  and  oils  (including  butter)  - 

_ do _ 

2.99 

3. 05 

2 

Sugar,  sweets _  ..  ..  _ 

_ do _ 

4.22 

4.24 

0 

Total  food  (including  nonpurchased).. 

...dollars.. 

18.  71 

25. 12 

34 

Total  food  expenditures . . . 

...  .do _ 

16. 22 

23.34 

44 

i  Data  calculated  from  Report  No.  1  of  1955  household  food  consumption  survey.  In  this 
survey  approximately  13  percent  of  the  nonfarm  housekeeping  families  had  money  income 
less  than  $2,000  (after  tax)  for  the  year  1954. 


VI.  Committee  Amendment  on  State  Cost  Sharing 

While  we  endorse  the  concept  of  the  committee  amendment  in 
regard  to  State  sharing  in  the  cost  of  the  food  stamp  subsidy,  we  wish 
to  point  out  that  the  language  adopted  by  the  committee  does  not 
require  a  realistic  cost  sharing  by  the  States,  and  the  effective  date 
of  its  application  is  postponed  too  far  into  the  future. 

The  committee  amendment  requires  20  percent  State  sharing  by 
July  1,  1969.  We  recognize  that  some  States  have  legislatures  which 
only  meet  biannually  and  realize  that  perhaps  a  special  provision 
could  be  made  in  these  instances.  However,  the  great  majority  of 
the  States  can  and  should  take  appropriate  action  to  participate  in 
the  cost  of  the  program  long  before  July  1,  1969. 

We  also  submit  that  the  20  percent  requirement  for  State  cost 
sharing  is  far  too  low.  In  this  respect,  we  submit  the  following  study 
prepared  by  the  U.S.  Library  of  Congress  on  March  24,  1967,  at  the 
request  of  Representative  Bob  Dole,  of  Kansas.  As  this  study 
points  out,  other  Federal  welfare-type  programs  generally  require 
State  sharing.  Even  the  poverty  program  has  a  20  percent  State  cost 
sharing  feature  built  into  it  after  July  1 ,  1968.  The  study  is  as  follows : 
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The  Library  of  Congress, 
Legislative  Reference  Service, 

,r  TT  _  ,  _  .  Washington,  D.C.,  March  24,  1967. 

io:  Hon.  Robert  Dole. 

From:  Education  and  Public  Welfare  Division. 

Subject:  Federal  participation  in  Federal  welfare  programs. 

As  you  requested,  we  are  updating  a  memorandum  of  August  9 
1963,  addressed  to  the  Honorable  Clifford  G.  McTntire,  and  written 
by  Frederick  R.  Arner  and  Helen  E.  Livingston  of  the  Education  and 
Public  YYeliare  Division.  In  this  memorandum,  as  in  the  previous 
one,  we  are  interpreting  "Federal  welfare  programs”  to  mean  the 
public  assistance  programs  of  the  Social  Security  Act— old-age  assist¬ 
ance,  aid  to  the  blind,  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,  aid  to 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  medical  assistance  to  the  aged, 
anti  the  new  medical  assistance  program  which  was  begun  last  year! 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  definition  used  in  the  memorandum  in 
1963  was  a  limited  one.  The  Federal  Government  then  was  engaged 
m  other  programs  which  could  have  been  considered  "welfare”  in 
a  broader  definition.  Phis  is  more  true  today  because  of  the  variety 
of  programs  which  have  been  initiated  since  the  passage  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964.  It  can  and  has  been  argued  that 
t he  piograms  under  this  act  are  not  "welfare”  programs  as  such,  that 
they  do  not  involve  cash  welfare  payments  to  the  people  imder  them, 
and  that  they  are,  on  the  contrary,  designed  to  make  people  self- 
sufficient  so  that  they  will  not  be  dependent  on  public  assistance 
payments.  The  work  experience  programs,  however,  are  aimed  pri¬ 
marily  at  helping  unemployed  parents,  particularly  those  who  are 
receiving  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  imder  public  assist¬ 
ance,  to  secure  and  retain  employment.  At  present  these  training 
or  work  programs  can  be  financed  100  percent  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  After  July  1,  1968,  the  Federal  share  of  the  total  cost  of 
programs  will  be  80  percent. 

1 .  Are  there  any  Federal  welfare  programs  now  in  effect  imder  which 
the  entire  program  cost  is  borne  by  the  Federal  Government?  If  so 
which  ones? 

No,  within  the  limits  of  the  above  definition. 

2  Does  the  Federal  Government  pay  the  entire  administrative 
costs  of  any  welfare  program? 

No,  again  considering  the  limited  definition  of  "welfare.” 

3.  In  joint  Federal-State  welfare  programs,  what  is  the  general 
ratio  of  cost  sharing?  Which  programs  require  State  or  local  partici¬ 
pation  in  their  funding? 

According  to  the  budget  for  fiscal  1968,  total  Federal,  State, 
and  local  expenditures  for  the  above  public  assistance  programs 
are  estimated  at  $7,292.6  million.  Of  this  amount  $4,263 
million,  or  5S.5  percent,  represents  the  total  Federal  share  This 
percentage  varies  from  State  to  State,  inasmuch  as  part  of  the 
formula  depends  upon  a  State’s  per  capita  income. 
All  of  the  programs  require  State  or  local  participation  in  their 
funding. 

4.  A  chart  oi  table  reflecting  a  list  of  the  various  federally  sponsored 
welfare  programs,  the  average  annual  expenditure  of  funds  for  each 
such  program,  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  in  dollars  and  by 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM  31 

percentage,  and  the  degree  of  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of 
administration  expenses : 

Payments  to  or  on  behalf  of  recipients 


[Dollar  amounts  in  millions] 


1966 

actual 

1967 

estimate 

1968 

estimate 

Old-age  assistance: 

Total  expenditures  (Federal,  State,  local) . . 

$1,593.0 

$1,652.3 

$1,637.3 

$1,074.0 

65.6 

$1,075.0 

$1,088.2 

65.9 

Aid  to  families  with  dependent  children: 

$1,  735. 0 

$1,972.1 

$2, 043. 1 
$1,145.1 
56.0 

$1,014.8 

$1,117.8 
56.  7 

58.5 

Aid  to  the  blind: 

Total  expenditures  (Federal,  State,  local) _  _ 

$82.9 
$40. 0 

$84.3 
$47. 1 

$83.6 
$46.  6 

55.5 

55.9 

55.7 

Aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled: 

$149.  0 

$516.8 

$572. 8 

$299. 5 

$339. 8 

$370.  6 

66.  7 

65.8 

64.  7 

Medical  programs: 

$1.  604.  7 

$1,925.0 

$2,  250.  7 

$758. 0 

$1,021.6 

$1,204.7 

47.2 

53.1 

53.5 

Source:  Dollar  figures  are  taken  from  the  Appendix  to  the  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1968;  percentages  are 
based  on  these  figures. 


State  and  local  administration,  services  and  training 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


1966  actual 

1967  estimate 

1968  estimate 

156.9 

164.0 

171. 1 

10.1 

10.8 

10  8 

70.4 

75.0 

83  0 

321.3 

332.  7 

352.6 

84.6 

1.0 

17.1 

66.5 

35.7 

3.1 

611.5 

652. 1 

703. 1 
420.  0 

359.  2 

388.  0 

58.74 

59.5 

59.7 

Source:  Dollar  figures  are  taken  from  the  Appendix  to  the  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1968;  percentages  are 
based  on  these  figures. 


Generally,  since  1946,  Federal  matching  of  administrative  costs 
\as  been  on  a  dollar-for-dollar  basis  for  all  public  assistance  programs. 
There  are  these  present  exceptions:  the  Federal  share  represents 
75  percent  of  State  and  local  costs  of  providing  preventive  and 
rehabilitative  services,  and  the  costs  of  training  State  and  local  person¬ 
nel;  for  the  last  6  months  of  1966  and  for  1967  and  196S  the  Federal 
share  also  includes  costs  under  title  19  (medical  assistance)  at  the 
75-percent  rate  for  services  of  skilled  professional  medical  personnel 
to  improve  the  administration  of  medical  assistance. 

Margaret  Malone. 


VII.  Summary 

To  summarize,  we  oppose  H.R.  1318  as  amended,  because  it  pro¬ 
poses  an  ineffective  extension  of  an  inefficient,  unnecessary,  and 
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unduly  costly  Federal  welfare  program.  The  Food  Stamp  Program 
has,  since  1939,  proven  to  be  the  wrong  way  to  go  about  meeting  the 
food  needs  of  low-income  Americans.  The  present  program,  with  its 
fiscal  folly  of  100  percent  Federal  financing  and  its  ballooning  bureauc¬ 
racy,  threatens  both  local  initiative  and  local  responsibility.  A  vote 
against  H.R.  1318  is  a  vote  for  American  taxpayers,  farmers,  and  the 
truly  needy. 

Page  Belcher. 

Charles  M.  Teague. 

Robert  Dole. 

George  V.  Hansen. 

George  A.  Goodling. 

J.  Herbert  Burke. 

Robert  B.  Mathias. 

Robert  D.  Price. 

John  T.  Myers. 

John  R.  Rarick. 
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R.  1318 

[Report  No.  189 j 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  10, 1967 

Mrs.  Sullivan  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

April  12, 1967 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  tlirou'  li  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  3.0,  1967. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fires  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  16  of 

4  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  Amd  not  in  exeess  of  such  sum  as  man  hereafter  he 


6  med  he  Goneness  for  ane 


—and  for  each  si 


hseal  year-’  and  suh- 
fiseal  eear  sueh 


8  sum  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

9  Act.-’  the  word  uand"  the  first  time  it  appears  therein  and  by 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 


o 

inserting  after  the  word  “1967 F  the  words  “not  in  excess  of 
$195,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1968;'’. 

Sec.  2.  Section  15  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  subsection: 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 
State  shall  be  responsible  for  financing,  from  funds  available 
to  the  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  20  per  centum  of 
the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments  issued  to  eligible  house¬ 
holds  which  is  in  excess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  households 
for  such  allotments.  Each  State  shall  transfer  such  sums 
to,  and  they  shall  be  made  a  part  of,  the  separate  account 
created  under  section  7(d)  of  this  Act.  Each  State  shall 
transfer  such  sums  to  such  account  within  one  calendar 
month  following  the  calendar  month  in  which  the  coupon 
allotments  are  issued  to  eligible  households.  The  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  effective  for  any  coupon  allot¬ 
ments  issued  prior  to  July  1,  1969,  to  enable  each  State  to 
take  such  action  as  is  necessary  under  the  statutes  of  the 
States  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.” 
Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  amend  the 


Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964."’ 
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DJOURNED  until  Mon. ,  Apr.  17.  p.  S5260 


HOUSE 


14.  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM.  H.  R.  1318  as  introduced  would  have  permanently  extended 
::the  food  stamp  program  by  removing  any  legislative  ceiling  on  annual  appro¬ 
priations  for  its  operation.  As  reported  (Apr.  12),  the  Agriculture  Committee 
amendments  change  this  bill  in  three  major  respects  to  (1)  extend  the  appro¬ 
priations  authority  for  1  more  year  through  June  30,  1968,  (2)  place  a  ceiling 
of  $195  million  on  the  amount  of  funds  that  can  be  appropriated  for  the  program 
during  fiscal  year  1968,  and  (3)  give  the  States  participating  or  planning  to 
participate  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  notice  that  beginning  July  1,  1969,  each 
participating  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  will  pay  20  percent  of  the 
bonus  value  of  the  food  stamps  issued  to  eligible  households. 

ITEM  IN  APPENDIX 

15.  USDA  EXHIBIT.  ExtensionXof  remarks  of  Sen.  Gore  commending  the  "Forge  of  Pro¬ 
gress"  exhibit  demonstrating  income -producing  enterprises  being  carried  on  with 
the  help  of  economic  opportunity  loans  made  available  through  Farmer's  Home 
Administration,  and  inserting  an  article,  ".../armer  Loans  Paying  Off."  p, 
A1825 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

16.  PERSONNEL.  S.  1543  by  Sen.  Brewster\  to' amend  the  Annual  and  Sick  Leave  Act  of 

1951  to  prevent  loss  of  annual  leaveX^y  employees  in  certain  cases;  to  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

17.  POVERTY.  S.-1545  by  Sen.  Clark,  tb  provide  an  improved  charter  for  Economic 

Opportunity  Act  programs,  to  authorize  funds  for  their  continued  operation, 
to  expand  summer  camp  opportunities  for  disadvantaged  children;  to  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  iRp.  S5138-65 

3.  RECLAMATION.  S.  1549  by  Sen.  Bennett,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  Little 
Dell  Dam  and  Reservoir  object,  Salt  Lake  City,  u\ah;  to  Public  Works  Committee, 
Remarks  of  author  pp.  $5165-7 

19.  LOANS.  S.  1550  by  Sen.  Ellender,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admi¬ 
nistration  Act  of /961,  as  amended,  to  provide  for  release  of  valueless  liens; 
to  Agriculture  ar^d  Forestry  Committee. 

PRINTED  HEARING  RECEIVED  IN  THIS  OFFICE 

20.  AGRICULTURAI/APPROPRIATIONS.  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 

appropriations,  1968,  part  1,  budget  for  the  Department  of  ^riVlture,  gene¬ 
ral  agricultural  outlook,  and  testimony  of  the  Secretary.  H.  Appropriation 

Committee. 

0 

COMMITTEE/ HEARINGS :  Ma|.  nal  p,rk\  c  Int. 

17/  Truth  in  lending,  S.  Banking  and  Currency;  Redwood  National  Park>vS.  Int, 

%  Remove  5-acre  limit  on  tobacco  acreage,  H.  Agriculture  (Godfrey 

kpr .y/24 .  Housing,  H.  Banking  (Secretary  Freeman  to  testify). 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Committee 
'nd  discussed  bill  to  regulate  daij 
ill  to  regulate  meat  imports. 


feared  food  ^tamp  bill.  Rep.  Button  introduced 
imports.  Rep\  Ruppe  introduced  and  discussed 


HOUSE 


1.  FOOD  STAMPS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  House  Rules  Committee  "granted 
an  open  rule"  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  1318,  the  food  stamp  bill.  p.  D.377 


2.  WILDLIFE^  A  subcommittee  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  approved 
for  fj/ll  committee  action  H.  R.  480,  amended,  relating  to  the  acquisition  of 
wet/ands  for  conservation  of  migratory  waterfowl,  and  to  extend  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  eight  years  the  period  during  which  funds  may  be  appropriated,  and  HLR. 

12,  amended,  relating  to  hunting  stamps  for  the  taking  of  migratory  waterfowl 


a 


to  require  a  hunting  stamp  .for  the  taking  of  any  other  migratory  bird. 

p.  1)376  / 

v  'il 


3.  INFORMATION.  Rep.  Rumsfeld  expressed  concern  over  the  "rumors  that  some  agen¬ 
cies  areyresisting  the  changed  requirements"  necessary  to  conform  with  the 
freedom  o'f  information  law  and  inserted  an  article,  "U.  S.  Drafts  Guidelines 
on  Information  Law."  pp.  H5301-2 


4.  HOUSING.  Rep.\torse,  Mass.,  commended  Sen.  Percy’s  "home  ownership/  bill  and 
inserted  the  SeWor’s  speech,  "Urban  Housing:  A  New  Initiative/  pp.  H5304-;; 

Rep.  Talcott  Criticized  the  demonstration  cities  program  and/inserted  an 
article  on  the  sub\ect.  pp.  H5306-8 


5.  POVERTY.  Rep.  St  Germain  commended  the  war  on  poverty  progr^n  and  urged  strong 
support  for  the  program,  p.  H5320  7 


6.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "'Daily  Digest"  states  that  thd  House  will  on  Tburs. 
consider  the  rice  acreage  allotment  bill.  p.  D375 


SENATE 


d 


7.  SALINE  WATER.  Passed  as  reported 1L  R.  6133,  authorizing  funds  for  continuatioi 
of  and  expansion  of  the  saline  wat\  convers/n  program,  pp.  S6592-3 


TRUTH  IN  LENDING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  tKe  favorable  report  of  the  Justice 
Department  on  S.  5,  the  truth-in- lendiX/Ti  11 .  pp.  S6616-7 


9.  WATER  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Mundt  disc/ssed\and  inserted  an  article  on  water 
S6631-3r  3  1<>n  aS  a  stATa'A^ant-  to  mope  intensive  regional  development,  pp. 


10.  TAXATION.  Sen  Bartlett  discuss^  his  reasons  f\  voting  "no"  on  the  investment 
tax  credit  bill.  p.  S6636  7  ' 


^as&t,  commended  the  work  of  the  0E0  legal  services  pr( 

.  f  6  !  or  tha/“rst  time  many  rural  areastiave  access  to  legal 

assistance  in  civil  matters."  pp,  S6641-2  X 


lowe^inrnmp*  ttie  ^easl-bi Hty  of  providingNiomeownership  for 

concept."  pp.  S664^4&n  lnserted  an  a*ticle  suggesting  "us^of  condominium 


13’  SUnivIiI!lSMnif  *e§a*  debate  on  S.  1432,  proposing  several  a\idments  to  th 
meitR  en  /  arL  !!  n  ng  ^  Service  Act,  and  adopted  all  committee  amend- 
of  furt-hpr/a  *  **  &  Provl-sion  they  be  treated  as  original  text  Sor  purpose 

of  furthei/amendment.  pp.  S6662-76  \ 


•  n!vh  add  a*'  urdick>  Clmrch.  Hart,  Hickenlooper,  McCarthy,  Tydin\  and 

™M»TaL  !  ™  cosponsors  to  S.  109,  to  discourage  unfair  trade  dl9c\ml- 

* X  L  t  7  Jl*  7  £atm  or8anlzatlons;  Sen.  Jordan,  Idaho,  was  adde\a, 
M.^nh  aa  a*  ’  °  Pr°hibft  desecreatlon  of  the  American  flag;  and  Sell 

yrphy  was  added  as  cosponsor  to  S.  8161,  to  authorize  construction,  or*ral i2 
^nd  maintenance  of  the  Colo.  River  Basin  protect,  pp.  S6612-3 


fay  10,  1967 

>PALACHIA 


CONGRESSIONAL.  RECORD  —  DAILY  DIGEST 


D  377 


Co  remittee  on  Public  Works:  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee 
on  Appalachia  continued  hearings  on  H.R.  4446,  and 
related  hills,  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965.  Testimony  was  heard 
from  Gov.  milett  C.  Smith,  of  West  Virginia;  Dr.  Car- 
ruth  WagnerpDirector,  Bureau  of  Health  Services,  U.S. 
Public  Health  Service;  and  public  witnesses. 

MENTAL  HEALl" 

Committee  on  Rules\G ranted  an  open  rule  providing 
for  the  consideration  ohand  2  hours  of  debate  on  H.R. 
6431,  to  amend  the  publichealth  laws  relating  to  mental 
health  to  extend,  expand,  and  improve  them.  Testimony 
was  heard  from  Representatives  Staggers  and  Springer. 

FOOD  STAMP  ACT 

Committee  on  Rules:  Granted  an  open  rule  providing 
for  the  consideration  of  and  2  hours  of  debate,  making 
it  in  order  to  consider  the  committee  amendments  with¬ 
out  the  intervention  of  any  point  of  order,  on  H.R.  1318, 
)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose 
of  authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent 
to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967.  Testimony  was 
heard  from  Representatives  Sullivan,  May,  and  Stubble- 
field. 

APOLLO 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics:  SubcommitteeN 
on  NASA  Oversight  continued  hearings  on  the  Apollo, 
204  accident.  Testimony  was  heard  from  James 
Webb,  Administrator;  and  Dr.  Robert  C.  Seamans^ 
Deputy  Administrator;  both  of  NASA. 

ESPIONAGE 

Committee  on  Un-American  Activities:  Subcommittee 
continued  hearings  on  the  conduct  of  espionage  within 
the  U.S.  by  agents  of  foreign  Communist  governments. 
Testimony  was  heard  from  a  public  v^tness. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Mean/:  Met  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  and  continued  on  H.R.  5710,  to  provide  an  increase 
in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system.  No  finnPaction  was  taken. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

RADIATION  EXPOSURE 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy:  Subcommittee  on 
Research,  Development,  and  Radiation  continued  hear¬ 
ings  to  receive  testimony  concerning  programs  to  solve 
problemyof  radiation  exposure  of  uranium  miners,  hav¬ 
ing  as  its  witnesses  Dr.  Leo  J.  Gehrig,  Acting  Surgeon 
General,  Public  Health  Service;  and  James  T.  Ramey, 
member,  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
learings  were  recessed  subject  to  call. 


) 


ECONOMY  IN  GOVERNMENT 

Joint  Economic  Committee:  Subcommittee  on  E9011- 
omy  in  Government  continued  its  series  of  hearings  to 
explore  the  effectiveness  of  governmental  management 
of  numerous  common  functions  of  civilian  an<L military 
establishments,  receiving  testimony  from /Martin  R. 
Gainsbrugh,  Chief  Economist,  National  Industrial  Con¬ 
ference  Board;  and  R.  Douglas  Marsha^,  National  As¬ 
sociation  of  Wholesalers. 

Hearings  continue  on  Tuesday,  M^  16. 

BILL  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New /Law 

{For  last  listing  of  pubjrc  laws,  see  Digest,  p.  Dgji, 

Yay  9, 1967 ) 

S.  303,  to  increase Authorizations  for  the  civil  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 
Signed  May  10,  1967  (P.L.  90-16). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  THURSDAY, 

'  •  MAY  11 

(Ail  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 

^  Senate 

/ Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  Subcommittee  on 
/Agricultural  Research  and  General  Legislation,  on  S.  109,  pro¬ 
hibiting  discrimination  against  agricultural  producer  concerning 
his  right  to  belong  to  an  association  of  producers,  10  a.m.,  324 
)ld  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Preparedness  Investigating 
Subcommittee,  executive,  on  pilot  training,  requirements,  and 
inventories,  to  hear  Maj.  Gen.  Robert  R.  Williams,  Director  of 
Army  Aviation,  10  a.m.,  224  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on  H.R.  9481, 
second  supplemental  appropriations  for  fiscal  1967,  10  a.m., 
room  S-i 28,  Capitol. 

Subcommittee,  on  fiscal  1968  budget  estimates  for  public 
works,  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m.,  1114  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee,  on  fiscal  1968  budget  estimates  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  AgriculturX  and  related  agencies,  10  a.m.,  1318  New 
Senate  Office  Buildingk 

Subcommittee,  on  LBfL  8569,  D.C.  appropriations,  10  a.m., 
room  S-126,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  Public  Health  Sub¬ 
committee,  on  S.  767,  licensing  of  doctors  in  the  D.C.;  S.  1224, 
requiring  a  register  of  blind  persons  in  the  D.C.;  and  S.  1452, 
re  D.C.  minimum  wages,  2:30  p.m.,  6226  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
Government  Research,  to  continue  honings  on  distribution  of 
Government  research  funds,  10  a.m.,  3302  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  on  Improvements 
in  Judicial  Machinery,  on  S.  915,  to  establish  \  Federal  Judicial 
Center  to  conduct  training  programs  for  personnel  in  the  judicial 
branch  of  Government,  9:30  a.m.,  6226  New 'Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  Subconfvmittee  on 
Labor,  to  continue  hearings  on  S.J.  Res.  81,  providing  Nr  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  railway  labor  dispute,  to  hear  Secretary  of 'Trans¬ 
portation  Boyd,  10  a.m.,  4232  New  Senate  Office  Building 
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Next  meeting  of  the  SENATE 
12:00  noon,  Thursday,  May  11 


Next  meeting  of  the  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
12:00  noon,  Thursday,  May  11 


House 

Committee  oh\A griculture ,  executive,  to  continue  on  H.R. 
1400,  and  related\  bills,  providing  for  additional  sources  of 
financing  for  rural  electrification  and  rural  telephone  programs, 
10  a.m.,  1301  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  Defense, 
executive,  10  a.m.,  H-i4o\J.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Agriculture,  executive,  1  p.m.,  B-305  Ray¬ 
burn  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations,  execuUve,  1  p.m., 
H-309  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  th  continue  hearings  on  ex¬ 
tension  of  induction  provisions  of  the  Universal  Military  Service 
and  Training  Act,  10  a.m.,  2118  RayburrkHouse  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia^ to  hold  a  hearing  on 
various  revenue  bills,  10:30  a.m.,  1310  Longworth  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  education  and  Labor,  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Education,  to  continue  hearings  on  H.R.  4261,  and.  related  bills, 
to  amend  the  Older  Americans  Act  of  1965  so  as  extend  its 
provisions,  9:45  a.m.,  2261  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

General  Subcommittee  on  Labor,  to  continue  hearings  on 
H.R.  478,  to  establish  procedures  to  relieve  domestic  industries 
and  workers  injured  by  increased  imports  from  low- wage  areas; 
and  H.R.  479,  to  require  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  investigate  the 
effect  of  foreign  competition  on  domestic  employment  when  a\ 
complaint  is  filed  by  an  employer  or  labor  organization,  9:45 
a.m.,  2257  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

General  Subcommittee  on  Education,  to  continue  hearings 
on  H.R.  7642,  the  Juvenile  Delinquency  Prevention  Act  of/ 
1967,  9:45  a.m.,  2175  Rayburn  House  Office  Building.  / 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  continue  hearings  on  H.R. 
7099,  to  further  amend  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  iqffi,  10 
a.m.,  2172  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Inter-American  Affairs,  execute,  for  a 
briefing  on  inter-American  affairs,  2  p.m.,  2200  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building.  y 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
National  Parks  and  Recreation,  to  continue/hearings  on  H.R. 
170,  and  related  bills,  to  authorize  the  Sectary  of  the  Interior 
to  establish  the  Constellation  National  Historic  Site  in  the  State 
of  Maryland,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  to  continue 
hearings  on  H.J.  Res.  559,  to  provide  for  the  settlement  of  the 
labor  dispute  between  certain  carriers  by  railroad  and  certain 
of  their  employees,  10  a.m.,  21^3  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciq/y,  Subcommittee  No.  1,  to  hold  a 
hearing  on  private  immigfation  bills,  10  a.m.,  2141  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 


Subcommittee  No.  2,  to  hold  a  hearing  on  private  clairq/bills, 
10  a.m.,  2237  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  3,  to  continue  hearings  on  H.R<  5924,  for 
the  general  revision  of  the  patent  laws,  title  35,  U.SfC.,  10  a.m.. 
2226  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fishe/ies,  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Coast  Guard,  Coast  and  Geodetic  Suryfy,  and  Navigation, 
to  hold  a  hearing  on  H.R.  168,  to  amerui'  the  act  of  June  20, 
1918,  relating  to  the  retirement  age  acquirements  of  certain 
personnel  of  the  Coast  Guard;  H.R./169,  and  related  bills,  to 
increase  the  amount  of  benefits  payable  to  widows  of  certain 
former  employees  of  the  Lighthouse  Service,  and  thereafter  to 
provide  for  cost-of-living  increases  in  benefits  payable  to  such 
widows  and  to  such  former  employees;  H.R.  2193,  to  authorize 
and  direct  the  Secretary  qf  the  Treasury  to  cause  the  vessel 
Eugenie  II,  owned  by  J.,C.  Strout,  of  Milbridge,  Maine,  to  be 
documented  as  a  vesseLof  the  United  States  with  full  coastwise 
privileges;  H.R.  7043/  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  department  ungfer  which  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  is  operating 
to  cause  the  vess ffNorthwind,  owned  by  Wallace  P.  Smith,  Jr., 
of  Centreville,  Md.,  to  be  documented  as  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States  with  pbastwise  privileges;  and  H.R.  6775,  to  permit  the 
vessel  steatffship  Bedloe  to  be  documented  for  use  in  the  coast¬ 
wise  tradb  while  it  is  owned  by  Guarisco  Enterprises,  Inc.,  10 
a.m.,  H34  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Subcommittee  on 
Position  Classification,  to  continue  hearings  on  H.R.  7,  and 
related  bills,  to  reclassify  certain  positions  in  the  postal  field 
service,  10  a.m.,  356  Cannon  House  Office  Building. 

ibeommittee  on  Postal  Rates,  to  continue  hearings  on  H.R. 
4424M0  provide  additional  free  letter  mail  and  air  transportation 
mailingmrivileges  for  certain  members  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces 
(to  be  followed  by  an  executive  session),  10  a.m.,  346  Cannon 
House  Offibe  Building. 

Committei\on  Public  Wor^s,  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee  on 
Appalachia,  to  Continue  hearings  on  H.R.  4446,  and  related  bills, 
to  revise  and  extefid  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965,  10  a.m.,  2x67  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics ,  Subcommittee  on 
Manned  Space  Flight,  'executive,  to  continue  consideration  on 
H.R.  6470,  to  authorize\ppropriations  to  the  National  Aero¬ 
nautics  and  Space  Administration,  10  a.m.,  2318  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  IVDsans,  executive,  to  continue  on 
H.R.  5710,  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in¬ 
crease  in  benefits  under  the  old-ag^,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system,  10  a.m.,  committee\oom,  Longworth  House 
Office  Building. 


ngrmonal  llecorcl 


The  public  proceedings  of  each  House  of  Congress,  as  reported 
by  the  Official  Reporters  thereof,  are  printed  pursuant  to  direc¬ 
tions  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  as  Authorized  by 
Appropriate  provisions  of  Title  44,  United  States  Code,  and  published  for  each  day  that  one  or  both  Houses  are  iNsession,  ex- 
'cep ting  very  infrequent  instances  when  two  or  more  unusually  small  consecutive  issues  are  printed  at  one  tune,  fl  The 
Congressional  Record  will  be  furnished  by  mail  'io  subscribers,  free  of  postage,  for  $1.50  per  month,  payable  in  advanck  Remit 
check  oj/money  order,  made  payable  to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  directly  to  the  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C., 
20402. /For  subscription  purposes,  20  daily  issues  constitute  a  month.  The  charge  for  individual  copies  varies  in  proportion  to  the  size 
of  tiff  issue.  T!  Following  each  session  of  Congress,  the  daily  Congressional  Record  is  revised,  printed,  permanently  bound  and  is\old 
by,  the  Superintendent  of  Documents  in  Individual  parts  or  by  sets,  fl  With  the  exception  of  copyrighted  articles,  there  are  no 
~  ictions  on  the  republication  of  material  from  the  Congressional  Record. 


^s^rictio 


12.  FOND  SHORTAGE.  Sen.  Gruening  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill  S.  1503,  to  provide  / 

fluids  to  deal  with  the  world  population  crisis  in  light  of  the  increasing  fpfod 
shortage  and  inserted  several  articles  supporting  his  position,  pp.  S6720/3 

13.  POVERTiX  Sen.  Ervin  criticized  an  0E0  project  in  N.  C.  to  operate  a  weekly  news¬ 

paper  add  radio  broadcast  system  and  inserted  several  articles  in  opposition  to 
this  project,  pp.  S6727-33  / 

14.  NOMINATION.  ^Received  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Walter  W.  Wilcox  to  b e/a  member  of 

the  Board  of ^Directors  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  p.  ,86784 

15.  FOREST  FIRES.  R^nort  from  OEP  on  forest  and  grass  fires  was  referred  to  Public 

Works  Commit tee,\and  ordered  to  be  printed  as  a  Senate  document,  p.  S6783 

16.  REORGANIZATION.  TheSGovernment  Operations  Committee  reported  favorably  S.  Res. 

114,  to  disapprove  the  President's  Reorganization  Plan  Nb.  2,  which  would 
transfer  certain  administrative  duties  from  the  Tariff/Commission  to  its 
Chairman  (S.  Rept.  226)V  p.  S6685  / 

7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  May  15,  when  it  will  consider/S.  10.31,  Peace  Corps  autho¬ 
rizations;  H.  R.  9481,  second  supplemental  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1967; 
and  H.  R.  9020,  Interior  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1968.  pp.  S6783-4 

\  HOUSE  / 

18.  RICE  ACREAGE.  Passed  a^  reported  ft.  J.  Re/.  263,  establishing  farm  rice  acreage 
allotments  for  certain  producers  and  farjns  (pp.  H5337-41)  .  This  bill  "would 
enable  persons  who  acquired,  for  the\purpose  of  producing  rice,  land  suitable 
for  the  production  of  rice  prior  to  ip(55,  but  who  did  not  produce  rice  on  this 
land  during  the  period  1950  through  due  to  being  in  the  military  service 

during  such  period,  to  obtain  a  producer\rice  allotment  allocated  to  the  farm, 
or  a  farm  rice  acreage  allotmentyof  sufficient  size  to  constitute  an  economic 
rice  operation.  The  allotment  acreage  reqiWred  for  this  purpose  would  be  allo¬ 
cated  from  the  national  acreage reserve. . .HoUse  Joint  Resolution  263  would  not 
decrease  the  allotment  of  anVother  rice  producer." 

.9.  TAXATION.  Conferees  were  ajfpointed  on  H.  R.  6950\to  restore  the  investment 
credit  and  the  allowance  Jb f  accelerated  depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain 
real  property  (p.  H5329V.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 

20.  FOOD  STAMPS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  1318,  the  food  stamp  bill,  p;  JR546S- 

Reps.  Olsen  and  Everett  expressed  concern  over  a  committee  amendment  to  the 
food  stamp  bill  which  would  require  "20  percent  financial  participation  by  the 
States."  pp.  H5344,  H5398-9 

Rep.  Whitten  refuted  a  statement  in  an  article  that  "as  the  'holder  of  the 
purse  strings  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,'  I  had  blocked  funds  for  food 
stamps  needed  by  the  poor  to  buy  Government  subsidized  food;  and  that  'Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Freeman  has  phoned  Whitten  repeatedly,  pleading  with  him 
to  approve  the  necessary  funds. '"  pp.  H5344-5 


21,  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  this  Department  plans  for  works  of  improvement  on 
various  watershed  projects,  p.  H5401  \ 


/ 


-  4  - 

fJATER  RESOURCES.  Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  tp  authorize  the  Secre 
•ary  of  the  Interior  to  engage  in  feasibility  investigations  of  certain  watej 
resource  developments;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  H540. 

23.  APPROPRIATIONS .  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  given  until  midnight,  May  12, 

to  file  a  privileged  report  on  the  independent  offices  and  Department  ox 
Housing\and  Urban  Development  appropriation  bills,  p.  H5327 

24.  LEGISLATIVE\REORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Rhodes,  Ariz. ,  discussed  the  provisions  con¬ 

tained  in  s\  355,  the  proposed  Legislative  Reorganization  Act,  ap'd  urged  actioi 
on  the  bill.  \pp.  H5352-3 

25.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Button  expressed  the  belief  "that  our  negotiators  in  Genev* 

are  retreating  from  the  strong  position  absolutely  necessary  to  provide  a 
sound,  broad-based 'trade  future  for  American., agriculture  and  inserted  a  Wall 

Street  Journal  arti<\e  on  the  subject,  pp.  H5353-A 

26.  HIGHWAY  BEAUTIFICATION.  \Rep,  Resnick  stated  that  the /highway  beautification 
program  is  in  "grave  danger"  and  inserted  several  editorials  dealing  with  "the 
need  for  highway  beautification  legislation."  pp/H5384-5 

27.  COOPERATIVES.  Rep.  Scheuer  applauded  the  "decision  Of  the  Office  of  Economic 

Opportunity  to  fund  the  Southwest  Alabama  Farmers  Cooperative  Association." 
p.  H5399 

28.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  Rep.  Albert  seated  t/at  on  Mon.  the  House  will  begin  de¬ 

bate  on  the  food  stamp  bill,  which  expected  to  be  completed  on  Wed.,  and 
on  Tues,  and  Wed.  the  independent  off\/es  and  HUD  appropriation  bill  will  be 
taken  up.  pp.  H5 363-4 

29.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon,,  May  15.  p.  H^401 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX" 

30.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Schadeberg  stating  that  "America's 

dairy  farmer,  and  the  farrWr  in  general,  has  beer\suf fering  financial  setback? 
in  recent  years" ,  and  inserting  an  article  on  problems  of  milk  marketing, 
p.  A2324 


31.  APPALACHIA.  Rep.  Williams  of  Pa.,  inserted  Gov.  Shafer^  testimony  supporting 

extension  of  the  Appalachian  program,  pp.  A2330-1 

32.  TRUTH  IN  LENDING^/  Rep.  Laird  inserted  a  Wise.  Legislature  resolution  opposing 

the  proposed  truth  in  lending  bill.  p.  A2333 

33.  FOOD  STAMPS.  /Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Fraser  stating  that  Minnesotans  can 
attest  to  J£he  value  of  the  food  stamp  program,  p.  A2348 

34.  RECREATION .  Rep,  Reuss  inserted  Secretary  Freeman's  speech  on  the  Nc^ion's 

growing  demand  for  outdoor  recreation  facilities,  pp.  A2348-50 

35.  FOOl/FOR  INDIA.  Rep.  Fulton,  Pa.,  inserted  an  American  Embassy,  New  Delll^, 
background  paper,  "Can  India  Feed  Itself  By  1971?"  pp.  A2350-2 


L»(Jth  Congress 
1st  /Session 
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HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 
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Report 
No.  257 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  1318 


May  11,  1967. —  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  471] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  471,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 


o 


65-008 
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90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  54 

H.  RES.  471 

[Report  No.  257 j 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  11,1967 

Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported,  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  Ilonse  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution 

2  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 

3  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 

4  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (II. R.  1318) 

5  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 

6  authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 

7  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967.  After  general  debate, 

8  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not  to 

9  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
10  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
il  mittee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
12  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider 


V 


1  without  the  intervention  of  any  point  of  order  the  arnend- 

2  ments  recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  now 

3  printed  in  the  hill.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 

4  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 

5  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
G  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 

7  considered  as  ordered  on  the  hill  and  amendments  thereto 

8  to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 

9  motion  to  recommit. 
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m\  Judgment,  cost  coverage  in  second  and 
thini  class  is  substantially  below  levels  that 
can  We  justified  on  grounds  of  deferred  serv¬ 
ice  or  Rational  benefit. 

Each  rune  the  need  for  rate  increases  was 
evident  inU;he  past,  Congress  thoroughly  ex¬ 
plored  the Nability  of  patrons  to  pay  higher 
rates.  And  ^ch  time  the  users  of  second 
and  third  claskmall  carefully  prepared  their 
arguments  aga^st  higher  rates.  As  a  result, 
when  doubts  arose  concerning  ability  to  pay 
they  were  usually  Resolved  in  favor  of  more 
moderate  rate  increases. 

In  1961,  the  representatives  of  the  mag¬ 
azine  publishing  industry  appeared  before 
the  Congress  and  supported  their  fight 
against  higher  rates  with^  report  prepared 
by  a  nationally  prominent ''accounting  firm. 
It  warned  that  America’s  magazine  industry 
was  “in  a  precarious  financial  position.”  That 
and  similar  warnings  had  a  significant  effect 
on  the  final  decision  to  enact  N  moderate 
postal  rate  increase  phased  over  3 -year 
period.  According  to  magazine  itadustry 
spokesmen,  however,  their  financial  situation 
has  since  changed  from  insecure  to  solid,  a 
fact  that  may  encourage  the  CongressVto 
enact  another  increase  to  defray  a  small  ptm 
of  a  total  $400  million  revenue  deficiency* 
traceable  to  second  class  mail  before  exclud¬ 
ing  public  service  costs. 

For  example,  the  Magazine  Industry  News¬ 
letter,  dated  December  31,  1966,  reported  the 
following,  in  part: 

"1966  will  mark  the  biggest  year  in  mag¬ 
azine  advertising  revenue- — also  in  circu¬ 
lation. 

"Magazine  advertising  revenue  for  1966  was 
estimated  at  $1,160,000,000  ...  a  7%  increase 
over  last  year’s  revenue  figure  .  .  . 

“Magazine  circulation  is  increasing  faster 
than  the  growth  of  the  U.S.  adult 
population  .  .  . 

“Publishers  look  optimistically  forward  to 
1967.” 

In  view  of  these  reports  of  publishers’ 
affluence,  in  sharp  contrast  with  deepening 
postal  deficits,  we  ask  the  Congress  to  ap¬ 
prove  an  average  23  percent  increase  for 
regular-rate,  outside-the-country  mailings  of 
second  class  publications.  This  would  be 
phased  over  a  three-year  period. 

For  commercial  mailings  of  bulk-rate 
third-class  matter,  the  increase  approved  in 
1962  was  even  more  moderate  than  for  sec¬ 
ond  class:  only  15  percent  phased  over  a 
3-year  period.  Cost  coverage  is  still  only 
about  60  percent  and  we  are  recommending 
an  average  increase  of  31  percent.  We  would 
recommend  a  larger  increase  were  it  not  for 
expected  cost  savings.  Over  the  next  few 
years,  the  cost  of  handling  bulk  mail  will  be, 
reduced  as  we  move  into  full-scale  ZIP  Code 
presorting.  These  innovations  and  the  pp 6- 
posed  rate  increases  should  bring  third  /ass 
mail  much  closer  to  full  cost  coverage/ 

Bulk-rate  third-class  mail  has  b/n  the 
most  rapidly  growing  of  all  major  n/ii  serv¬ 
ices.  From  1947  to  1966  its  volume/ncreased 
more  than  250  percent,  at  a  tin/  when  all 
other  mail  increased  only  80  nfercent.  Even 
in  the  period  from  1953  to  1966,  when  most 
rate  increases  were  effective/bulk  mail  rose 
73  percent.  / 

There  is  no  doubt  thaJr  low  postage  rates 
have  contributed  to  the Extraordinary  growth 
of  direct  mail.  Also,  tnere  is  abundant  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  rat/  increases  enacted  in 
1951,  1958  and  in  / 962  have  not  disadvan¬ 
taged  either  the  direct  mail  industry  or  the 
users  of  that  ac/ertislng  service.  Since  1950, 
bulk-mail  volufne  has  grown  faster  than  our 
economy.  Mopeover,  according  to  recent  busi¬ 
ness  reports/ direct  mail  volume  has  held  its 
15-percentrshare  of  the  nation’s  advertising 
dollar  d/pite  higher  postage  costs  and  de¬ 
spite  h/rd  driving  competition  from  televi¬ 
sion,  j^dio,  and  magazine  advertising. 

Ay  one  time,  low  direct  mail  postage  was 
d/ended  on  grounds  that  volume  expansion 
ws  desirable  to  fill  Post  Office  workload  gaps. 


Perhaps  that  was  a  valid  defense  of  low  post¬ 
age  in  the  early  1930’s  when  all  postal  vol¬ 
ume  was  only  a  third  of  today’s  volume. 
Perhaps  it  was  still  valid  in  the  early  years 
after  World  War  H,  say  1947,  when  bulk  mail 
was  only  13  percent  of  all  mail  volume.  But 
today  it  is  nearly  one-fourth  of  all  mail  vol¬ 
ume.  With  total  workload  increases  of  three 
to  four  billion  pieces  of  mail  each  year,  we 
have  no  “slack-hour"  problems. 

I  found  of  considerable  interest  a  recent 
article  highly  favorable  to  direct  mail.  It 
appeared  in  the  January  issue  of  Postal 
Record,  the  official  publication  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Letter  Carriers.  That 
article  reported: 

“If  there  were  no  third  class  mail,  the 
Post  Office  Department  could  eliminate  about 
one-quarter  of  its  clerical  employees,  and 
about  one-fifth  of  its  letter  carriers.” 

Well,  the  cost  of  keeping  that  number  of 
employees  on  our  payrolls  is  about  $780  mil¬ 
lion  annually.  In  contrast,  our  total  revenue 
from  third  class  mail  is  only  $682  million. 
So,  right  off,  we  have  an  out-of-pocket  loss 
of  nearly  $100  million  in  just  two  personnel 
categories,  to  say  nothing  of  the  added  costs 
for  other  personnel,  transportation,  space  and 
equipment. 

,  We  certainly  do  not  object  to  the  rapid 
growth  of  third  class  mail.  We  welcome  it  as, 
a\ign  of  economic  growth.  However,  we  do 
object  when  that  growth  adds  considerably 
morto  our  costs  than  to  postal  revenues?  We 
objectVtoo,  when  the  growth  of  bull/  mail 
adds  toNie  burdens  of  other  mail  users  and 
taxpayersWho  must  pay  the  costs  of  rapidly 
mounting  postal  deficits.  I  should /iso  like  to 
stress  that  Nve  recognize  and  applaud  the 
effort  made  iX  second  and  third  class  bulk 
mailers  to  compto  with  ZIP  Cade  pre-sort  reg¬ 
ulations.  This  effort  has  /suited  in  some 
costs  to  these  mailers  and  yfe  have  recognized 
this  burden  by  requesting  that  the  new  sec¬ 
ond  and  third  class  \u/k  mail  rates  be  de¬ 
layed  until  January  l/*\68. 

I  might  also  adc/that  had  it  not  been 
for  the  anticipatec/saving^k  through  the  pre¬ 
sort  program  for/mlk  man.  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  request  coNjderably  high¬ 
er  rates  on  buVK  second  and  third-class  mail. 

Mr.  Chair/an,  our  proposals  TUso  call  for 
increases  inr  the  rates  paid  by  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganizations.  Percentagewise,  these 'uate  in¬ 
creases  would  be  steeper  than  other  iNreases, 
but  onay  because  the  rates  are  initially  so 
low. /ven  with  the  proposed  increases  imch 
organizations  would  still  maintain  large  and 
v /viable  postage  preferences.  Currently,  the 
/ublic  service  cost  of  handling  nonprofit 
mail  exceeds  $200  million  yearly— nearly  40 
percent  of  all  public  service  costs. 

About  two  years  ago  the  Department’s 
Advisory  Panel  on  Postal  Rates — a  distin¬ 
guished  group  of  citizens — recommended 
that  special  rates  for  nonprofit  organizations 
be  discontinued.  The  one  dissenting  voice 
came  from  a  member  who  represented  one 
of  those  organizations.  While  our  proposals 
fall  far  short  of  the  position  advocated  by  the 
Advisory  Panel,  we  believe  more-than-aver- 
age  increases  are  justifiable. 

Today,  up  to  eight  publications  can  be 
mailed  by  these  organizations  for  a  little  as 
one  penny.  And  there  is  no  extra  charge  for 
longer  hauls.  For  that  penny,  the  Post  Office 
will  accept  these  eight  publications  in  New 
York  and  deliver  them  in  Hawaii. 

Also,  without  regard  to  length  of  haul,  the 
Post  Office  will  deliver  four  fund-solicitation 
letters  for  just  one  nickel. 

Neither  of  these  minimum  rates  for  non¬ 
profit  organizations,  in  second  or  third  class, 
was  raised  in  1962  when  all  other  rates  were 
raised. 

We  are  also  recommending  a  new  postage 
principle  for  nonprofit  publications  that 
carry  more  than  10  percent  advertising. 
There  will  be  a  moderately  higher  rate  scaled 
upward  in  proportion  to  the  volume  of  ad¬ 
vertising  carried  by  these  publications.  This 


is  essentially  the  same  postage  principle  than 
has  long  been  applied  by  the  Congress  /or 
commercial  publications.  However,  we/ are 
not  proposing  equal  postage  treatme/t  for 
both  types  of  advertising.  Nonprofit /rgani- 
zations  would  continue  to  get  hug/ postage 
concessions.  7 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  great  Appreciation 
for  the  work  of  our  nonprofit Organizations. 
But  I  cannot  in  good  conscience  ask  for  an 
$800-million  postage  increas/ and  not  ask  for 
some  reduction  in  the  mpre-than-$200-mil- 
lion  public  service  cost  ^generated  by  these 
organizations.  It  musybe  recognized,  this 
cost  is  in  addition  t 6  the  tax  concessions 
which  these  nonprofit  organizations  enjoy. 
But,  unlike  tax  concessions — which  repre¬ 
sent  revenue  foregone  by  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury — postal  puWlic  service  costs  are  direct 
subsidies  fina/ced  by  those  who  must  pay 
taxes.  / 

Before  I /conclude  my  statement,  I  par¬ 
ticularly  /ant  to  urge  approval  of  a  section 
of  this  /ill  that  will  help  the  Department 
move  mster  toward  a  modern  and  improved 
post y  service.  We  ask  that  the  Department 
be  j/ven  authority  to  charge  an  extra  unit  of 
postage — 6  cents  or  9  cents — for  lightweight 
yrst  class  or  air  mail  pieces  in  hard-to-handle 
/sizes.  The  proposed  surcharge  would  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  mail  weighing  not  more  than  two 
ounces  and  it  would  not  go  into  effect 
sooner  thant  two  years  after  enactment. 

To  meet  similar  objectives  in  third  class 
mail  we  are  proposing  three  adidtional 
changes : 

1.  Samples  of  merchandise  in  non-stand¬ 
ard,  hard-to-handle  sizes  would  not  be  eligi¬ 
ble  for  bulk-rate  postage. 

2.  When  mailed  in  quantities  at  the  higher, 
single-piece  third-class  rates,  merchandise 
samples  would  be  accepted  for  mailing  only 
when  pre-sorted  or  prepared  as  prescribed  by 
the  Department. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  changes  regarding 
samples,  all  other  non-standard-size  third- 
class  mail  would  be  subject  to  higher  mini¬ 
mum  postage  rates. 

Rather  than  collect  extra  postage  for  non¬ 
standard  envelopes  and  other  hard-to-handle 
mail,  we  would  much  prefer  to  see  their  use 
greatly  reduced.  Unless  we  curtail  the  my¬ 
riad  envelope  sizes  and  shapes,  we  must  plan 
a  more  costly  and  slower  postal  moderniza¬ 
tion  program.  And  if  their  use  is  not  cur¬ 
tailed,  we  would  at  least  be  paid  some  of  the 
extra  handling  costs. 

I  have  not  tried  to  cite  all  the  details  of 
a  far-reaching  bill  that  touches  all  except 
parcel  post  and  international  mails.  New 
parcel  post  rates  and  size-weight  reform  were 
enacted  by  the  Congress  last  September.  An¬ 
ticipating  the  full  financial  effects  of  that 
legislation,  we  are  at  about  a  break-even 
point Njri  that  service.  Higher  international 
postage\rates’  were  proposed  on  January  14 
and  newVates  were  put  into  effect  on  May 
1,  restoring,  a  break-even  operation. 

We  are  n^v  asking  the  Congress  to  take 
up  the  very  nnportant  remaining  problems 
of  rate  adjustment.  It  is  a  difficult  set  of 
problems.  Nevertheless,  we  believe  action 
must  be  taken  soSm  so  that  Congress  may 
in  the  future  concam  itself  primarily  with 
postal  modernizatioiNand  service  improve¬ 
ment  rather  than  theNay-to-day  operating 
deficits  of  the  postal  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  his  Necial  message  to 
the  Congress  on  April  5,  19S7,  the  President 
urged  postal  rate  increases  for  the  reasons 
I  cited  and  to  cover  proposedNay  increases 
for  postal  workers.  Before  I  conclude  my 
statement,  I  want  to  underscore  the  need  for 
rate  action  to  meet  the  cost  of  paying  higher 
salaries  to  our  worthy  postal  employees,  in¬ 
creased  pay  to  which  I  feel  they  are  singly 
entitled.  The  Administration  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  made  a  commitment  to  mainwvjn 
Federal  employee  salaries  on  par  with  those 
paid  in  private  industry.  That  has  been  our 
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goal  ev«r  since  the  Federal  Salary  Reform 
Act  was  passed  In  1962. 

In  my  vtew,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  rate  In¬ 
creases  we  {proposed  are  the  very  least  we 
can  have  to\operate  a  viable,  progressive 
mall  service.  \ 

The  Amerlcark  people  are  entitled  to  no 
less  than  the  finest  mail  service  In  the  world. 
I  believe  that  the  Intensified  effort  to  move 
ahead  through  researSh,  and  through  mecha¬ 
nization  and  modernization,  all  geared  to 
improving  the  working,  conditions  of  our 
employees,  will  bring  u\  to  the  threshold 
of  a  new  era  In  our  postal  History.  My  dream 
of  the  postal  service  of  tire  future  is  one 
that  I  am  sure  that  I  share  with  every 
Member  of  this  Committee:  a\>ostal  service 
that  operates  at  the  very  minimum  cost 
and  at  the  maximum  efficiency's,  a  postal 
service  of  which  we  can  all  be  proud.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  new  rate  structure  is  a  significant 
element  in  the  fulfillment  of  that  fib*eam. 


THE  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  OLSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  legisla¬ 
tive  authorization  for  the  food  stamp 
program  and  its  current  appropriation 
expire  on  June  30,  1967. 

Since  coming  to  the  Congress  in  1961, 
I  have  supported  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  and  I  intend  to  give  it  my  full  sup¬ 
port  again  this  year.  However,  I  have 
some  strong  reservations  about  the  pro¬ 
posed  changes  in  the  cost-sharing 
formula  asked  for  in  the  new  legisla¬ 
tion — H.R.  1318 — as  reported  from  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  April 
12,  1967. 

I  can  speak  about  these  proposed 
changes  from  a  knowledge  of  firsthand 
experience  gained  over  the  7  years  that 
this  program  has  been  assisting  in 
providing  better  nutrition  for  the  less 
fortunate  in  Montana’s  First  Congres¬ 
sional  District.  It  has  been  my  privilege 
to  work  with  local  officials  in  bringing 
this  program  to  Montana  and  consulting 
with  them  to  work  out  problems  when 
it  was  in  its  early  stages.  Through  our 
joint  efforts.  Silver  Bow  County  was  se¬ 
lected  back  in  1961  as  one  of  the  original 
pilot  counties  in  which  the  food  stamp 
program  was  tested  and  developed.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  Deer  Lodge  County  installed 
the  program  and  two  others,  Glacier  and 
Lincoln,  have  requested  the  program. 

Basically  the  food  stamp  program  in¬ 
creases  food-purchasing  power  for 
households  whose  current  income  is  in¬ 
sufficient  to  buy  the  food  necessary  to 
meet  the  minimal  needs  of  the  family 
unit.  Under  the  program  low-income 
families  take  the  amount  of  money  they 
normally  spend  on  food  and  purchase 
food  coupons  of  greater  value  to  meet 
their  minimum  food  needs.  The  amount 
of  gain  in  food-purchasing  power  is  de¬ 
termined  by  income,  need,  and  assets, 
but  the  average  national  gain  is  about 
one-third.  The  coupons  can  then  be 
spent  for  food  in  regular  grocery  stores. 

One  most  important  aspect  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  that  it  does  not  replace  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  normally  spent 
on  food.  It  can  only  increase  that  amount 
by  adding  to  it.  It  is  a  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  specifically  designed  to  aid  only 
those  families  who  need  and  desire 
enough  food  to  provide  adequate  meals. 


Because  the  food  stamp  program  in¬ 
creases  food-pm-chasing  power,  it  like¬ 
wise  expands  the  national  market  for 
agricultural  products.  All  of  the  studies 
done  have  shown  significant  increases 
in  food  consumption.  Of  special  interest 
to  the  State  of  Montana  is  the  24-per¬ 
cent  increase  in  the  consumption  of 
grain  products  shown  in  the  Detroit 
study  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  stamp 
program.  Milk,  fruit,  and  vegetable  con¬ 
sumption  were  also  up  sharply. 

The  program  is  closely  supervised  and 
operates  very  smoothly.  I  am  proud  to  be 
able  to  report  that  of  the  171  retail  and 
wholesale  grocery  outlets  in  the  State 
of  Montana  cooperating  in  this  program, 
there  has  never  been  cause  for  disquali¬ 
fication  of  a  single  place  of  business. 
From  the  standpoint  of  individual  par¬ 
ticipation,  the  program,  for  all  practical 
purposes,  has  been  abuse-free. 

This  program  is  doing  the  job  it  was 
designed  to  do  in  the  State  of  Montana. 
It  is  bringing  better  meals  to  people  who 
peed  them.  It  is  utilizing  the  normal  re¬ 
tail  channels  of  distribution  and  the  reg¬ 
ular  State  administrative  machinery.  It 
is  operating  both  effectively  and  effi¬ 
ciently. 

Under  the  present  program  the  State 
pays  almost  the  entire  cost  of  getting  the 
food  coupons  to  the  families.  The  State 
administers  the  program,  selects  the  par¬ 
ticipants  and  pays  the  cost  of  selling  the 
coupons  to  the  individuals.  The  Federal 
Government  pays  the  difference  between 
what  the  participant  pays  and  the  value 
of  the  coupons  he  receives.  In  addition, 
the  Federal  Government  pays  the  cost  of 
supervising  the  stores  that  are  cooper¬ 
ating  and  they  assume  the  national  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs. 

The  measure  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  will  radically  change  this.  It  would 
require  that  the  State  of  Montana,  be¬ 
ginning  in  July  of  1969,  pay  20  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  its  present  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  Presently  State  expenses  run 
about  7  percent  of  the  value  of  these 
bonus  coupons.  The  new  proposal  would 
increase  this  cost  to  27  percent. 

At  the  present  time,  three  counties  in 
Montana  have  the  program — two  have 
requested  it.  If  all  five  of  these  counties 
were  operating  in  the  program  now  it  is 
estimated  that  6,912  individuals  would 
be  assisted  and  the  value  of  the  bonus 
coupons  would  be  about  $501,892  per 
year. 

Given  this  participation  under  the 
present  cost-sharing  formula,  the  pro¬ 
gram  cost  to  the  State  of  Montana  would 
be  approximately  $35,000.  Under  the  pro¬ 
posed  formula,  Montana’s  cost  would 
jump  to  approximately  $135,000.  This 
is  almost  a  fourfold  increase  over  the 
present  formula  cost. 

The  point  is  made  that  this  cost  in¬ 
crease  is  necessary  to  control  the  pro¬ 
gram  externally  from  rampant  expan¬ 
sion  and  internally  to  prevent  looseness 
of  administration  by  the  States.  First 
of  all  there  has  been  no  rampant  growth. 
There  are  57  counties  in  the  State  of 
Montana  and  only  five  have  applied  for 
the  program  since  it  has  been  operating 
nationally.  In  other  words,  present  pro¬ 
gram  costs  are  sufficient  deterrent  ex¬ 
cept  where  the  assistance  is  clearly 
needed.  There  has  been  no  looseness  of 
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administration.  Standards  for  participa¬ 
tion  within  a  State  must  be  the  State’s 
own  assistance  standards  and  for  those 
outside  the  assistance  program  stand¬ 
ards  must  be  closely  related  to  the  ex¬ 
isting  welfare  standards.  In  Montana 
this  means  that  a  family  of  four  earning 
$139.99  per  month  must  spend  $52  to 
receive  $84  in  food  stamps.  This  is  no 
steak  and  caviar  diet  in  Montana  by 
any  stretch  of  the  food  budget.  However, 
with  sound  planning,  this  family  can 
have  some  meat  and  some  vegetables  and 
some  fruit  in  its  meals  that  it  could 
otherwise  not  afford.  They  can,  if  they 
are  prudent,  have  meals  which  provide 
the  minimum  nutrients  necessary  to  good 
health  and  well-being.  This  program  is 
in  no  way  excessive  and  there  has  been 
no  demonstrated  need  to  raise  the  cost 
of  this  program  to  prevent  invented 
abuses. 

I  will  oppose  the  cost  increase  to  States 
on  the  basis  that  it  is  unwarranted  by 
program  experience.  The  increase  in 
cost  will  price  the  program  out  of  reach 
of  the  States.  This  will  be  especially  true 
in  the  less  wealthy  States  where  the  need 
is  the  greatest.  The  severe  reduction  in 
program  participation  following  this 
price  increase  would  serve  to  contract  the 
market  for  agricultural  products.  If  we 
are  going  to  assist  in  bringing  the  less 
fortunate  in  our  Nation  better  diets  the 
bill  is  going  to  have  to  be  paid  either 
at  the  Federal  or  the  State  and  local 
level.  I  believe  the  Federal  Government 
can  more  equitably  pro-rate  this  cost 
on  a  national  level. 

It  is  unthinkable  that  in  this  land  of 
agricultural  abundance  we  have  children 
and  elderly  getting  up  hungry  and  going 
to  bed  hungry.  We  have  devised  a  simple, 
effective  method  of  coping  with  this 
problem  that  stimulates  self-reliance, 
utilizes  our  agricultural  ability  through 
the  private  enterprise  system  and  en¬ 
hances  Federal-State  relationships. 

There  is  absolutely  no  reason  to  take 
this  fine  program — which  I  am  satisfied 
is  doing  all  that  we  intended  it  to  do 
when  we  passed  it  in  1964 — and  put  a 
price  tag  on  it  which  the  individual 
States  cannot  afford  to  pay. 


LET’S  KEEP  THE  RECORD  STRAIGHT 

(Mi*.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  matter. ) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Tues¬ 
day,  May  9,  this  week,  a  national  colum¬ 
nist,  in  a  syndicated  column  carried  by 
many  newspapers  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try,  accused  me  of  blocking  food  for 
Mississippi  Negroes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  name  is  spelled  right 
and  I  am  “bespectacled,”  and  perhaps  at 
times  I  have  been  stubborn,  which  can 
be  to  one’s  credit  at  times;  but  other 
than  that,  there  is  not  a  single  state¬ 
ment  concerning  me  in  the  article  that 
is  true. 

The  article  says : 

Despite  a  Senate  finding  of  “wide  spread 
hunger”  in  the  Delta  Counties  that  can  only 
be  described  as  shocking. 

There  was  no  such  Senate  finding. 

There  was  such  a  statement  attributed 
to  two  U.S.  Senators  from  New  York,  one 
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each  from  Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia, 
Rhode  Island,  Massachusetts,  Wisconsin, 
Vermont,  and  California. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  writer  said  that  as 
the  “holder  of  the  purse  strings  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,”  I  had 
blocked  funds  for  food  stamps  needed 
by  the  poor  to  buy  Government  sub¬ 
sidized  food;  and  that  “Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Freeman  has  phoned 
Whitten  repeatedly,  pleading  with  him 
to  approve  the  necessary  funds.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  present  fiscal  year, 
on  my  recommendation,  the  Congress 
provided  $140,000,000  for  food  stamps. 
That  money,  or  approximately  $59,000,- 
000  remaining  as  of  March  31,  the  latest 
reporting  date,  is  in  Secretary  Freeman’s 
hands,  not  mine. 

The  Secretary  was  disturbed  at  the 
statements  attributed  to  these  Senators. 
However,  Orville  Freeman  is  not  one  to 
beg  nor  plead.  He  and  I  have  maintained 
a  relationship  of  mutual  respect  and  can 
talk  about  mutual  problems  at  any  time. 
We  talked  about  this  one. 

I  pointed  out  to  him  that  the  law 
required  him  to  sell  food  stamps,  and  set 
up  a  formula  for  charges;  that  I  did  not 
believe  there  was  any  such  general  situ¬ 
ation  in  my  State,  but  if,  as  the  Senators 
claimed,  there  were  families  in  such  con¬ 
dition,  the  answer  was  welfare.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  supplied  me  with 
the  names  and  addresses.  I  immediately 
called  the  Public  Welfare  Director  of  my 
State,  gave  her  full  information  on  each 
family  and  asked  that  she  have  her  peo¬ 
ple  check  the  situation  of  these  families 
and  make  proper  provision  for  them. 
This  she  is  doing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  you  and  other 
Members  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  this 
fiscal  year  I  recommended  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Congress  approved 
$27,855,000  more  for  the  school  lunch 
program  than  Secretary  Freeman  recom¬ 
mended;  and  $83,000,000  more  for  the 
school  milk  program,  though  I  hasten  to 
say  it  was  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
rather  than  the  Secretary  which  was 
responsible  for  the  reduced  figures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Department  has  on 
hand  now  approximately  $50,000,000  in 
food  stamp  funds  and  says  it  will  carry 
over  a  substantial  sum  into  next  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  to  cities  of 
New  York  State,  California,  Michigan, 
West  Virginia,  Massachusetts.  I  am  fa¬ 
miliar  with  conditions  in  the  slum  areas 
of  many  of  them.  We  have  tried  to  help. 
Our  committee,  in  addition  to  providing 
funds  for  school  lunch,  school  milk,  and 
food  stamps,  financed  studies  of  food  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities  and  provided  plans  for 
food  markets  for  New  York  City,  Phila¬ 
delphia,  Chicago,  Detroit,  which  have 
been  of  great  assistance  to  those  cities 
and  their  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  my  colleagues  are 
familiar  with  these  facts  and  though  I 
have  received  only  a  very  few  letters  fol¬ 
lowing  the  publication  of  this  column,  no 
one  likes  to  be  accused  of  hurting  people. 
I  dislike  such  charges,  especially  since 
from  my  district  attorney  days  to  date  I 
have  tried  to  be  fair  to  all  people,  re¬ 
gardless  of  race  and  regardless  of  the 
section  of  the  country  in  which  they  live. 
I  have  followed  such  a  course  here,  both 
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as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  as  a  member  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  column  brings  to 
mind  the  statement  of  my  late  chairman, 
Hon.  Clarence  Cannon,  who  on  a  simi¬ 
lar  occasion  had  this  to  say,  and  I  quote : 

Now  a  word  about  Drew  Pearson.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  regard  him  as  an  indispensable 
adjunct  of  our  de  facto  government.  He  has 
become  an  American  institution.  In  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  English  Parliament  he  would  be 
denominated  as  “Her  Majesty’s  Opposition.” 
In  ecclesiastical  parlance  he  would  be  termed 
"The  Devil’s  Advocate.”  Of  course,  a  man 
who  must  write  a  column  every  day  of  the 
year  must  at  times  embellish  prosaic  annals 
of  uneventful  days  with  a  little  sensational¬ 
ism  in  order  to  make  them  readable.  But  he 
arouses  interest  and  sometimes  throws  the 
needed  light  of  publicity  on  otherwise  un¬ 
noted  phases  of  American  life  and  conse¬ 
quently  is  always  entertaining.  I  take  off  my 
hat  to  him.  And  I  hereby  express  admiration 
of  the  very  efficient  job  he  did  on  me. 

In  the  language  of  Rip  Van  Winkle,  May 
he,  in  the  risible  camaraderie  of  Mark  Twain, 
Josh  Billings  and  the  Baron  Munchausen, 
jive  long  and  prosper. 


NONEVASION  OF  THE  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
ACT  UNDER  THE  QUIE  BILif 

(Mr.  No  ELLER  asked  and  wag  given 
permission  to  address  the  Hotfse  for  1 
minute,  t\  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks,  and  \to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.)  \  / 

Mr.  CELLEKs.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
make  it  clear  t\at  tils' Quie  substitute 
to  the  pending  -  eftjnej'ftary  and  second¬ 
ary  education  bill,  M.  8983,  should  give 
no  comfort  ip  thnses.  who  seek  certain 
routes  for  southern  syfiool  districts  to 
prevent  desegregation. \lt  is  unseemly 
that,  in  ordeyto  obtain  support  for  this 
substitute,  certain  claims  are  being  made 
that  it  undermines  Federal  enforcement 
under  th/e  Civil  Rights  Act  \f  1964.  I 
make  tms  point  because  supporters  of 
the  QUie  amendment  are  attempting  to 
makp'this  proposal  all  things  to  al\men. 

I/am  sure  that  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  will  soon  join  in  rejecting  the 
yQuie  substitute  because  of  its  many  oN 
vious  defects.  The  appeals  to  southern^ 
regional  interests  is  spurious. 

To  make  certain  that  the  facts  are  as 
I  state  them,  I  wrote  to  the  Attorney 
General  on  May  2,  1967,  asking  for  offi¬ 
cial  information  as  to  the  relationship 
of  Representative  Quie’s  proposal  to  title 
VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  and 
to  Federal  enforcement  under  that  act. 
The  text  of  my  letter  to  the  Attorney 
General  and  his  reply  follow: 

Mat  2,  1967. 

Hon.  Ramset  Clark, 

Attorney  General, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Mr  Dear  Mr.  Attorney  General:  The 
House  of  Representatives  will  soon  begin 
floor  debate  on  certain  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965.  On  April  11,  1967,  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  reported 
favorably,  as  amended  by  the  Committee, 
H.R.  7819,  the  "Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Amendments  of  1967.”  Under  this 
bill,  the  basic  structure  of  the  1965  Act — 
federal  financial  assistance  for  specific  pur¬ 
poses  as  described  in  different  Titles  of  the 
Act — would  be  preserved. 


Representative  Quie  of  Minnesota  has  in y 
troduced  H.R.  8983,  the  “Elementary  and 
Secondary  Block  Grants  Amendment  AcHof 
1967,”  which  incorporates  a  different/ap- 
proach.  This  bill  would  add  a  new  Title  VII 
to  the  1965  Education  Act,  under  which  the 
Commissioner  of  Education  would'  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  "block”  grants  to  the 
States.  The  bill  provides  that  “  /.  .  it  is  the 
intent  of  Congress  that  thesp  (Title  VII) 
grants  will  replace  those  authorized  under 
Titles  I,  II,  III  and  V  of  .  ”  the  1965  Act. 

Unlike  grants  presently  being  made  under 
the  1965  Act,  the  proposed  Title  VII  grants 
could  be  used  by  tlye  States  for  a  wide 
variety  of  educational  purposes,  subject  to 
certain  limitations  ^et  forth  in  the  bill.  The 
text  of  the  most  Ae cent  revised  version  of 
H.R.  8983  is  set  forth  at  pages  4676-4678  of 
Volume  113  off  the  Congressional  Record 
(daily  ed.) .  jf 

I  would  like  to  have  your  views  on  the 
following  questions:  First,  would  Title  VI  of 
the  Civihmights  Act  of  1964  apply  to  H.R. 
8983?  Spvond,  if  Title  VI  would  apply,  would 
enactofent  of  H.R.  8983  affect  enforcement 
of  Tyfie  VI? 

/  Sincerely, 

/  Emanuel  Celler, 

/  Chairman. 


May  3,  1967. 

Hon.  Emanuel  Celler, 

House  of  Representatives,  ■ 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Celler:  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  letter  of  May  2,  1967  con- 
erning  H.R.  8983  the  “Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Block  Grants  Amendment  Act  of 
1967,”  and  the  relationship  of  that  proposal 
to  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 
You  asked  whether  Title  VI  would  apply 
to  H.R.  8983  and,  if  so,  whether  enactment  of 
that  bill  would  affect  enforcement  of  Title 
VI. 

Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
prohibits  discrimination  on  account  of  race, 
color,  or  national  origin  in  any  program  or 
activity  receiving  federal  financial  assistance 
by  way  of  grant.  Thus,  it  is  clear  that  Title 
VI  would  apply  to  H.R.  8983,  just  as  Title  VI 
now  applies  to  grants  under  the  Elementary 
and  Secretary  Education  Act  of  1965,  the 
statute  which  H.R.  8983  would  amend. 

Enactment  of  H.R.  8983  would  not  affect 
enforcement  of  Title  VI  of  the  1964  Act. 
Grants  under  Title  I  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  are  admin¬ 
istered  pursuant  to  a  state  plan  submitted 
to  HEW  by  state  educational  authorities.  As 
a  condition  of  eligibility  for  federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  under  such  a  grant  program, 
<the  state  agency  as  well  as  local  school  dis¬ 
tricts  are  required  to  file  with  HEW  an  as¬ 
surance  that  the  program  will  be  conducted 
in  spnformity  with  Title  VI  and  the  HEW 
Regulation.  This  assurance  requirement 
would\  be  equally  applicable  to  “block” 
grants  under  Title  VII  of  H.R.  8983,  under 
which  payments  would  be  made  by  HEW  to 
state  educational  authorities  and,  in  turn, 
distributed  uy  the  state  authorities  to  local 
school  districts.  Generally,  the  same  proce¬ 
dures  and  sanctions  now  applicable  under 
Title  VI  to  individual  school  districts  (in¬ 
cluding  possible  \ermination  of  funds  to 
such  districts)  would  apply  to  those  dis¬ 
tricts  receiving  fundsmnder  H.R.  8983. 

Moreover,  under  th\  present  enforcement 
program,  the  refusal  ofN  state  agency  to  file 
the  required  assurance  of  compliance  or  to 
abide  by  its  terms  would  authorize  HEW  to 
initiate  administrative  proceedings  to  termi¬ 
nate  or  to  refuse  to  continue  assistance  to 
the  entire  State  program.  This  dccurred  when 
the  Alabama  State  Welfare  agency  refused 
to  submit  such  an  assurance  foX  its  state¬ 
wide  welfare  program,  and  that  ord^r  is  cur¬ 
rently  being  judicially  reviewed.  \ 

Congressman  Quie,  the  sponsor  o\  H.R. 
8983,  recognized  that  Title  VI  would  apply 
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toYhat  bill  and  that  enforcement  of  Title  VI 
wouVfl  not  be  affected  by  its  enactment.  Con¬ 
aan  Quie  recently  answered  a  series  of 
questions  concerning  H.R.  8983,  saying  that — 
Pifth.AVould  your  amendment  in  any  way 
affect  enforcement  of  title  VI  of  the  Civil 
Bights  Ac 

AbsolutelyVot.  The  Civil  Rights  Act  would 
apply  to  theseygrants  under  a  State  plan  in 
exactly  the  same  way  as  it  applies  to  all 
other  Federal  grants  for  education,  most  of 
which  are  administered  through  a  State  plan. 
113  Cong.  Rec.  4430\daily  ed). 

Sincerely, 

ittomey  General. 


OH  MY  COUNi 

(Mr.  HAYS  asked  and  wa^x  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  minute 
and  to  include  extraneous  mattek ) 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  27, 
1967,  there  appeared  on  the  front  pOge  of 
the  very  well-known  French  newspaper 
Le  Figaro  an  article  by  Pierre  Daninas, 
a  famous  French  author.  I  would  like 
read  a  paragraph  from  the  article,  which'' 
I  have  had  translated,  and  which  I  shall 
put  in  the  Record.  He  is  speaking  of  a 
Frenchman  to  France  and  some  French¬ 
men.  He  said : 

Oh  my  beloved  country,  champion  of  the 
logic  and  the  common  sense,  you  who  call  the 
Americans  big  children  but  behave  like  an 
uneducated  youngster,  you  who  say. 

“I  have  two  countries — mine  and  France,” 
and  shout  in  the  evening:  ‘‘France  for  the 
French,”  you  who  yesterday  kissed  the  tanks 
that  brought  you  freedom  and  you  who  then 
urged  the  last  XJ.S.  soldiers  to  prudently 
camouflage  their  license  numbers,  you  who 
pose  as  a  peace  dove  and  whose  arms  only 
inadvertently  penetrated  into  Algiers  and 
Sargossa.  .  .  .  you  who  claim  to  be  the  most 
courteous  people  on  earth  but  you.  .  .  .  cross 
the  sidewalk  in  order  not  to  greet  the  Duke 
of  Edinburgh,  you  who  brandish  the  banner 
of  brotherhood  but  forgot  to  get  to  Vimy  to 
honor  the  memory  of  the  60,000  Canadians 
who  for  the  sake  of  your  beautiful  eyes  closed 
theirs  forever,  you  who  consider  it  normal 
that  your  President  order  the  United  States 
to  withdraw  unconditionally  from  Vietnam 
but  who  would  have  found  it  intolerable  had 
the  White  House  suggested  to  you  the  same 
order  at  the  height  of  the  war  in  Algeria — I 
like  you  but  you  do  act  like  a  chameleon. 

This  is  from  a  Frenchman  to  they 
French,  and  I  commend  the  entire  articl 
as  worthy  of  the  few  minutes  it  will  take 
for  every  Member  to  read  it.  The  ejrare 
article  is  as  follows : 

Oh  My  Country 
(By  Pierre  Daninos) 

After  having  given  a  short  lecture  to  the 
German  NATO  officers,  Mr.  Aitred  Grosser, 
director  of  studies  at  the  Political  Science 
Foundation,  said  to  one  of/them:  “I  guess 
there  should  not  be  any  inconveniences  now 
to  walk  around  in  Paris/in  uniform?”  ‘‘No, 
we  do  not  have  any,”  was  the  smiling  reply, 
‘‘but  I  bet  that  our  American  friends  could 
not  say  the  same.” 

This  mark  of  oyk  upside  down  world  in 
which  France,  as/lt  is  right  and  proper,  has 
its  head  in  a  whirl,  became  evident  to  me  in 
the  mail  I  received  after  the  publication  of 
an  article  winch  showed  the  absurdity  of  a 
certain  antj/Americanism  in  a  country  that 
has  been /Americanizing  itself  for  its  own 
pleasure,/ A  copious  mall  always  reflects,  like 
a  barorrfeter,  the  ups  and  downs  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  mjjfod :  six  months  before  30  %  of  the  let- 
ters/would  have  been  strong;  now  there  were 
only  three  out  of  five  hundred  which  were 
iolent  and  I  was  surprised  to  learn  that  they 


called  me  “courageous”.  I,  perhaps,  had  dis¬ 
played  some  courage  in  Dunkirk  or  Malo- 
les-Bains,  and  probably  quite  unintention¬ 
ally,  as  I  do  not  consider  war  a  test  nor  do 
I  believe  that  having  been  catapulted  into 
Dunkirk  or  Verdun  was  something  of  a 
glory;  many  are  there  and  will  stay  there 
because  they  have  no  other  choice.  But  does 
it  mean  that  one  has  lost  the  concepts  of 
valor  and  honor  when  one  calls  the  man 
courageous  who  did  freely  express  his  opin¬ 
ion  in  a  free  newspaper? 

If  I  now  revert  to  the  topic  then  I  do  it. 
on  account  of  recent  events  and  because  of 
a  photo  in  the  New  York  Times  which  I  re¬ 
ceived  while  I  was  on  a  trip  and  which  hit  me 
smack  in  the  eye  like  a  splash  from  the  Tor- 
rey  Canyon:  a  picture  showing  the  American 
flag  being  burned  by  foolhardy  youngsters 
who  were  defending  the  Vietnamese  at  Place 
d’lena  by  setting  fire  to  the  fifty  stars  (did 
I  not  see  such  swashbucklers  who  shouted 
for  an  independent  Algeria  at  Saint-Germain- 
des-Pres  or  others  who  were  fighting  the 
Nazi  tyranny  in  Rio  [de  Janeiro]  by  sound¬ 
ing  their  horns  to  the  times  of  the  Mar¬ 
seillaise)  .  Undoubtedly,  these  youngsters  who 
were  not  born  under  Hitler  had  no  idea  that 
what  they  were  burning,  we,  not  so  long  ago, 
had  been  dying  to  see  come  to  us.  But  would 
i^hey  have  shown  as  much  passion  for  they 
re  if  one  had  not  started  striking  the  matci 
at'an  important  place?  It  is  easy  for  certam 
persons  to  recall  what  was  done  in  1776  as  if 
the  mood  of  Lafayette  was  flowing  in/tlieir 
veins.  Afy  memory,  however,  is  shorter  and 
more  faithful.  It  reminds  me  and  will  always 
remind  me  that  if  the  English,  the  Cana¬ 
dians,  and  the  Americans  had  not/Crushed  to¬ 
gether  with  'the  Russians  the/Nazi  Hydra, 
Paris  which  has  been  burnine/after  “Is  Paris 
Burning?”  woulh  have  a  gavfieiter  [regional 
leader  of  NSDAPk  as  its  master. 

May  one  talk  in  this  manner  without  being 
accused  of  deliriously  loving  America?  Do 
people  believe  that  I  Vave  been  oblivious  of 
the  American  blunders'™-  the  cruelty  of  the 
bombings  in  Vietnam?  But  should  I  be  in  a 
better  position  t/an  theNPentagon  to  de¬ 
termine  the  cout/e  of  thoseVines  where  force 
has  to  be  applied  although Nhey  often  are 
not  in  agreement  with  those  dictated  by  our 
hearts?  Should  we  believe  thak  thousands 
of  young  aien  are  sent  to  Asia  just  for  the 
pleasureydnd  in  disregard  of  their Smothers’ 
sorrows?  As  a  citizen  of  the  free  world,  who,  I 
admit/ feels  himself  more  attracted  to  the 
Anglo-Saxon  democracies  than  to  they  big 
Ma/xist-Leninist  brain  washing  machines, 
should  I  raise  another  voice  than  that  of' 
friend  to  a  friend  who  has  gone  astray  on  th£ 
wrong  path?  As  to  our  “committed”  weeklies 
could  they  speak  as  freely  if  the  American 
flag  flying  in  Berlin  would  not  allow  them  to 
judge  ex-Lutetia  and  very  calmly  Johnson, 
Nasser  or  “K”? 

Oh  my  beloved  country,  champion  of  the 
logic  and  the  common  sense,  you  who  call 
the  Americans  big  children  but  behave  like 
an  uneducated  youngster,  you  who  say  that 
the  Italians  are  versatile  and  the  Russians 
always  ready  to  turn  around  their  coats,  you 
whom  in  a  half  century  I  have  seen  success¬ 
ively  turn  sky  blue  and  red,  Germanophobe 
and  Germanophile,  Anglophile  and  Anglo- 
phobe,  Petainist  and  Gaullist,  determined  to 
fight  it  to  the  very  end  and  willing  to  sur¬ 
render,  lick  the  Vietnamese  and  dress  your¬ 
self  as  a  Red  Guard — you,  sweet  country,  who 
adore  being  wakened  by  the  whisper:  “I  have 
two  countries — mine  and  France,”  and 
shout  in  the  evening:  “France  for  the 
French,”  you  who  yesterday  kissed  the  tank? 
that  brought  you  freedom  and  you  who  then 
urged  the  last  U.S.  soldiers  to  prudently 
camouflage  their  license  numbers,  you  who 
pose  as  a  peace  dove  and  whose  arms  only 
inadvertently  penetrated  into  Algiers  and 
Saragossa,  you  the  little  Cartesian  who  be¬ 
cause  you  did  not  want  to  vote  Gaullist 
changed  from  the  extreme  right  one  Sunday 
to  Communist  on  the  following,  you  who 


claim  to  be  the  most  courteous  people 
earth  but  you,  swift-footed  Perrlehon  era 
the  sidewalk  in  order  not  to  greet  the  Duke 
of  Edinburgh,  you  who  brandish  the  h/nner 
of  brotherhood  but  forget  to  go  to  yirny  to 
honor  the  memory  of  the  60,000  Canadians 
who  for  the  sake  of  your  beautiful  ayes  closed 
theirs  forever,  you  who  consider  it  normal 
that  your  President  order  the  United  States 
to  withdraw  unconditionally jffom  Vietnam 
but  who  would  have  found  i/intolerable  had 
the  White  House  suggested/to  you  the  same 
order  at  the  height  of  the  war  in  Algeria — I 
like  you  but  you  do  act/like  a  chameleon. 


WHAT  IS  THE  XTATIONAL  COUNCIL 

OF  CHURCHES  AND  WORLD 

COUNCIL  /5f  CHURCHES  POSI¬ 
TION  ON  COMMUNISM? 

(Mr.  RARICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  i y  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

/.  RARICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ex¬ 
pressions  of  some  who  claim  to  speak 
far  Christianity  are  irreconcilable  to  the 
>ure  at  heart.  Some  seem  more  intent 
at  converting  Christians  to  heathenism 
'than  following  the  Master’s  command  to 
save  the  unbeliever  and  the  lost. 

What  good  can  come  of  Christian  min¬ 
isters  who  permit  themselves  to  become 
so  antireligious  and  exploited  that  they 
are  denounced  as  traitors  and  false 
leaders?  They  are  not  only  disloyal  to 
America,  but  disobedient  to  Christ. 

Are  they  builders  or  destroyers?  If  the 
latter,  they  are  a  disgrace  to  their  call¬ 
ing  and  a  scourge  to  their  country  and 
people. 

The  Bible  and  1967  years  of  concerted 
effort  by  dedicated  believers  will  not  be 
overcome  by  a  handful  of  puny  “anti’s.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  asked  unanimous 
consent  that  the  editorial  from  the  April 
29,  1967,  Baton  Rouge  State  Times  and 
the  article  entitled,  “Is  the  NCC  Really 
Soft  on  Communism?”  by  David  A.  Noe- 
bel  be  here  inserted  in  the  Record  for 
study  by  those  interested  and  concerned. 
The  articles  are  as  follows: 

[From  the  Baton  Rouge  (La.)  State  Times, 
Apr.  29,  1967] 

Not  the  Voice  of  America 
The  Rev.  Dr.  Eugene  Carson  Blake  may 
leak  with  the  voice  of  the  World  Council  of 
lurches  but  he  does  not  speak  with  the 
vor$e  of  America  when  he  urges  that  this  na- 
tion'accept  any  kind  of  peace  it  can  get  out 
of  thX  Vietnam  conflict. 

PeacN.at  any  price  is  not  an  American 
tenet. 

Dr.  Blakfc  is  general  secretary  of  the  World 
Council  of  Churches  and  he  is,  short  of  trea¬ 
sonous  utterances  when  his  country  is  •  at 
war  to  all  Indents  and  purposes,  certainly 
entitled  to  express  his  views. 

It  is  not  necessarily  treasonous  to  make  it 
plain  he  is  amongvjhose  who  would  rather 
switch  than  fight. 

It  is  not  necessarily  treasonous  to  con¬ 
tend  that  his  country  capnot  win  the  war  in 
Southeast  Asia. 

It  is  not  treasonous  toViuggest  that  the 
continuation  of  the  conflicK  holds  within  it 
the  seeds  of  far  greater  conflict,  as  he  sug¬ 
gests.  This  is  something  even 'a  fool  would 
know  to  be  true.  It  is  a  part  ok  the  calcu¬ 
lated  risk  America  takes  in  honoring  its  word 
to  a  small  ally  beset  from  within  and  from 
without  by  those  who  would  destroy  fi£  inde¬ 
pendence. 

The  formula  for  the  conquest  of  this  j^eat 
republic,  the  one  real  bastion  the  world 
known  for  self-government  by  a  sovereig 
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enton,  John  M.  In  Your  Opinion:  A  Gal¬ 
lup  \pll  Editor  Looks  at  Polls,  Politics  and 
the  People  from  1945  to  1960.  Boston,  Little 
Brown  and  Co.,  1960. 

GallupVGeorge  H.  The  Pulse  of  Democracy . 
New  York  jsSimon  and  Schuster,  1940. 

- .  A\Guide  to  Public  Opinion  Polls, 

Princeton  University  Press,  1948. 

Meier,  Norm\n  C.  and  Saunders,  Harold 
W.  (eds).  The  PbHs  and  Public  Opinion,  The 
Iowa  Conference\yn  Attitude  and  Opinion 
Research.  New  Yora^  Henry  A.  Holt  and  Co., 
1949. 

Motseller,  Frederic  Ynd  others.  The  Pre¬ 
election  Polls  of  1948: 'Report  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Analysis  of  Preselection  Polls  and 
Forecasts.  New  York,  Social\Science  Research 
Council. 

Rogers,  Lindsay.  The  Popsters:  Public 
Opinion,  Politics,  and  Democrat Leadership. 
Alfred  Knopf,  1949,  New  York. 

NEWSPAPERS  AND  PERIODICA* 

Note. — Gallup  Poll  statistics  (unless  source 
otherwise  cited)  were  taken  from  Tike  New 
York  Times,  (43  dates,  Roosevelt  period); 
the  files  at  the  Truman  Library  (Truman' 
ministration) ;  the  Public  Opinion  Quarter > 
every  issue  1937  to  1966  (Truman,  Eisenhowe 
and  Kennedy  administrations);  and  the 
Kansas  City  Star  (Johnson  administration). 

DOCUMENTS 

Letters  and  clippings  on  file  at  Truman  Li¬ 
brary,  1944  through  1952.  Democrat  National 
Committee  Clipping  File  and  Personal  Pa¬ 
pers  of  Harry  S.  Truman  file. 


MILITARY  OVERSEAS  MAIL 

(Mr.  DULSKI  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  an 
ever-increasing  volume  of  mail  flowing 
to  our  servicemen  overseas,  facilities  for 
handling  this  mail  are  overtaxed  and  in¬ 
adequate  in  many  parts  of  the  world. 
This  is  an  area  of  vital  concern  to  our 
Post  Office  Committee. 

The  military  mail  terminal  at  Frank¬ 
furt,  Germany,  processes  airmail  to  every 
major  installation  in  Europe.  On  April  6, 
1967,  in  cooperation  with  the  German 
Republic,  a  new  $2  million  facility  was 
dedicated  at  Frankfurt.  Described  as  the 
second  largest  and  most  modem  military 
air  mail  terminal  in  the  world,  it  was 
built  by  the  Frankfurt  Airport-Main  Cc/, 
in  close  cooperation  with  U.S.  Air  Fqrce 
personnel. 

Upon  my  request,  the  chief  of  the 
USAF  European  postal  and  Conner  re¬ 
gion,  Col.  Harold  W.  Brazier,  furnished 
me  with  a  narrative  of  the /dedication 
proceedings.  From  all  reports,  it  was  in¬ 
deed  a  great  day  for  the  /United  States 
and  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  and  also  for  the 
Flughafen  director,  He/r  Lange. 

Our  worldwide,  integrated  Air  Force 
postal  system,  known  as  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  Postal  any  Courier  Service,  de¬ 
serves  a  great  deal  of  credit,  and  the 
establishment  oi  £  single  integrated  sys¬ 
tem  on  Janu ajy  I  fcf  this  year  was  a  giant 
step  forward  in  achieving  efficient  and 
expeditious  service  to  our  military  per¬ 
sonnel  overseas. 

With/permission,  I  include  below  a  re- 
sumeyOf  the  dedication  ceremony  of  the 
Frajmurt  Aerial  Mail  Terminal  by  Col. 
Harold  W.  Brazier;  an  excerpt  from  the 
5eech  of  Ministerprasident  Zinn;  an  ar¬ 


ticle  from  the  Frankfurter  Rundschau, 
April  7,  1967;  and  an  article  from  the 
Stars  and  Stripes,  April  7, 1967 : 

Dedication  Ceremony,  Frankfurt  Aerial 

Mail  Terminal,  Frankfurt,  Germany 

A  vital  link  was  forged  in  the  worldwide 
Air  Force  postal  and  courier  chain  with  the 
dedication  of  the  new  Frankfurt  Aerial  Mail 
Terminal  on  6  April  1967.  The  dedication 
took  place  at  the  Frankfurt  Flughafen  with 
representatives  from  the  U.S.  Consulate,  the 
State  of  Hesse,  and  the  United  States  Air 
Force  in  attendance.  The  proceeding  was 
opened  with  a  speech  by  the  Flughafen  Di¬ 
rector,  Herr  Lange,  who  gave  a  general 
description  of  the  use  to  which  the  terminal 
would  be  put.  He  also  cited  the  close  rela¬ 
tionship  between  his  employees  and  Air 
Force -personnel.  Director  Lange  then  intro¬ 
duced  Herr  Dr.  Georg-August  Zinn,  Minis- 
terpresident  of  the  State  of  Hesse,  who  spoke 
on  the  excellent  cooperation  between  offi¬ 
cers,  engineers  and  airmen  of  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  and  the  Flughafen  Frankfurt/Main 
A.G.  and  of  the  fact  that  the  new  building 
will  be  an  important  improvement  for  the 
landing  of  military  airmail  at  this  airport 
as  it  will  allow  the  use  of  mechanized  equip- 
s^ment.  Finally,  Dr.  Zinn  introduced  Lt.  Gen- 
{•al  Arthur  C.  Agan  Jr.,  Vice  Commander  in, 
ief,  USAFE,  who  formally  accepted  tin 
ne\building  for  the  United  States  Air  Por/e. 

of  the  speakers  emphasized  the 
portailce  of  this  terminal  as  a  vital  lhrfk  in 
the  UffliF  worldwide  system.  Further,  the 
speakers 'alluded  to  the  excellent  £> tate  of 
cooperation,  which  exists  betweeiyuhe  Fed¬ 
eral  Republic  of  Germany  and  /the  United 
States  of  AmVica  as  exemplified  by  the  ex¬ 
peditious  and  excellent  manner  in  which  the 
building  was  planned  and  instructed. 

General  Agan  pointed  oyit  in  his  remarks 
that  the  terminal  Vouly soon  be  equipped 
with  modern,  mechanized  mail  handling 
equipment.  When  soXjquipped,  he  stated, 
“this  will  be  the  m<yt  modern  military  mail 
facility  in  the  worlc 

Also  in  attendance  at  the  ceremony  was 
Colonel  Harold  w.  Brazier,  Chief  of  the  USAF 
European  Posted  and  Courier  Region,  and  Lt. 
Colonel  Harry  F.  Collins,  Chief  of  tl^  North 
Germany  District,  who  will  actually  operate 
the  terminal  as  part  of  his  overalPstunction. 
Unable  to  attend  was  the  Chief  of  the  USAF 
Postal  A nd  Courier  Service,  Colonel  Andrew 
DiAnbonio. 

le  dedication  was  officially  completed 
wjifen  Herr  Dr.  Zinn  and  General  Agan  es 
ranged  a  sack  of  mail  symbolic  of  the  trans-\ 
Jer  of  the  building  from  the  Flughafen  offi¬ 
cials  to  the  Air  Force. 

The  USAFE  Band  under  the  direction  of 
Captain  Edward  D’Alfonso  played  before  and 
after  the  speeches  and  a  luncheon  banquet 
was  served  to  all  who  attended.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  luncheon,  the  Ministerpresi- 
dent  and  General  Agan  were  given  a  tour  of 
the  building  by  Lt.  Gene  S.  Bartlow,  Officer- 
in-Charge  of  the  terminal. 

Excerpt  From  the  Speech  of  Ministerprasi¬ 
dent  Zinn 

Ministerprasident  Zinn  speaks  about  the 
excellent  cooperation  between  officers,  engi¬ 
neers  and  airmen  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and 
the  Flughafen  Frankfurt/Main  AG.  The  air 
postal  service  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  use  the 
civilian  Airlines  for  the  transport  of  their 
airmail.  The  new  building  will  be  the  new 
home  of  the  Air  Postal  Group.  This  is  the 
place  of  the  collaboration  between  military 
and  private  organisations. 

The  development  of  the  Frankfurt  Airport 
is  very  closely  connected  with  the  traffic 
relations  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany.  Today  Frank¬ 
furt  is  a  center  of  the  north  atlantic  traf¬ 
fic.  After  London  and  Paris  Frankfurt  is  the 
third  busiest  airport  in  Europe.  Especially 


important  are  airfreight  and  airmail.  With it 
the  last  five  years  the  amount  of  airm/il 
passing  the  airport  has  almost  doubled. ^De¬ 
velopment  of  military  airmail  on  the  atrport 
was  similar.  It  rose  from  14  million  jfounds 
in  1960  to  70  million  pounds  in  196 

The  new  building  will  be  an  ifnportant 
improvement  for  the  handling  X>f  military 
airmail  at  this  airport  as  it  Wll  allow  the 
use  of  more  mechanical  equipment. 

Ministerprasident  Zinn  now  speaks  about 
the  construction  of  the  passenger  terminal 
building,  presently  undsn  construction  at 
this  airport.  This  building  is  intended  to 
handle  12  million  pasamgers  per  year.  It  will 
be  capable  of  handling  large  capacity  air¬ 
craft,  the  so  called  ^umbo  jets  (Boeing  B  747) 
as  well. 

Lufthansa  alsd  ordered  this  type  of  air¬ 
craft.  The  home  base  of  this  aircraft  will  be 
at  Frankfurt/Airport.  Therefore,  the  airport 
will  have  tr/expand  the  facilities  of  the  Luf¬ 
thansa  tetmnical  base. 

The  airport  authority  also  plans  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  third  runway  to  be  used  for 
take-jiffis  only.  The  new  runway  is  intended 
to  Increase  the  capacity  of  the  landing  sys¬ 
tem  and  to  improve  the  noise  situation  for 
ich  surrounding  communities  as  Raunheim, 
tusselsheim,  Morfelden,  Walldorf  and  the 
Landkreis  Offenbach. 

The  airport  is  more  and  more  becoming  a 
center  of  economical  activity.  Today  already 
10,000  employees  work  with  different  organi¬ 
zations  at  the  airport. 

Finalizing  his  speech  Ministerprasident 
Zinn  compares  the  historical  German  postal 
organization  of  “Thum  und  Taxis”  of  the 
last  century  which  had  its  head  headquarters 
at  Frankfurt  with  modern  airmail  transport 
by  jet-aircraft. 


[Article  in  Frankfurter  Rundschau, 

Apr.  7,  1967] 

“Rhein-Main”  Employs  K),000  People — U.S. 
Mail  Terminal  Opened — Ministerpresi- 
dent  Zinn  Defends  Expansion  of  Airport 
The  second  largest  terminal  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  mail  and  courier  service  of  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  was  opened  on  Thursday  at  the  Frank¬ 
furt  airport.  Daily,  more  than  40  truckloads 
of  mail  per  day  will’ be  arriving  and  distrib¬ 
uted  in  the  1.5  million  Mark  building  near 
the  Lufthansa  base.  Ministerpresident  Zinn 
and  Lt.  General  Agan,  the  Vice  Commander- 
in-Chief  of  the  U.S.  Air  Forces  in  Europe, 
gave  the  opening  speeches.  “Rhein -Main”  is 
the  terminal  center  for  all  military  mail  from 
or  to  American  bases  in  areas  between  Fin¬ 
land,  Scotland,  the  Congo,  and  East  Pakistan. 
The  American  facility  is  located  in  the  civil 
of  the  airport  since  the  shipments  are 
transported  almost  exclusively  by  regular 
commercial  planes.  Ministerpresident  Zinn 
called\the  building  a  “place  of  cooperation 
between,  the  military  and  civil  organizations 
which  has  to  prove  itself  in  the  daily  busi¬ 
ness  routines”.  In  1957,  the  military  mail 
terminal  was  just  a  hut.  In  1962,  it  moved 
into  a  wing  of  the  air  cargo  building.  After 
the  U.S.  military  mail  shipments  increased 
to  35  million  kilograms  in  1966,  it  was  de¬ 
cided  to  erect  aCnew  building.  The  first 
ground  breaking  wa^  done  on  5  May  of  last 
year. 

The  future  expenditures  of  the  Frankfurt 
airport  include  the  construction  of  a  third 
take-off  runway,  the  extension  of  the  two 
existing  take-off  and  landing  strips  by  ap¬ 
proximately  900  meters,  the,  erection  of  a 
cargo  building,  and  the  expansion  of  the 
Lufthansa  base.  Ministerpresident  Zinn  ex¬ 
plained  in  his  opening  speech  Nthat,  with 
these  plans,  they  are  trying  to  \ake  into 
consideration  the  space  requirements,  the 
possible  alteration  of  the  water  budget  and 
the  climate,  and  most  important,  theNaoise 
problem.  The  third  take-off  runway  'will 
bring  substantial  relief  to  the  noise  troubiS 
villages  adjacent  to  the  airport. 
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spanslon  has  also  disadvantages. 

Zilvn  admitted  that  an  economically  con¬ 
centrated  area  has  disadvantages  to  the 
people.^But  he  also  pointed  out  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  the  airport  to  the  inhabitants.  Here, 
approximately  10,000  people  from  the  vil¬ 
lages  adjacent  to  the  airport  have  found 
work.  The  order  volume  of  the  airport  large- 
scale  operation'amounts  to  100  million  Marks 
annually  in  the\onstruction  area  alone.  For 
many  craft  and\trade  operations  “Rhein 
Main”  is  a  vital  necessity. 

Hesse’s  biggest  construction  site — the  new 
Reception  Building  Weat — is  already  planned 
for  the  future  jumbo  'planes  for  500  pas¬ 
sengers.  As  Ministerpreslotot  Zinn  explained, 
the  planning  had  been  made  for  a  traffic 
volume  of  12  million  air  passengers  anyway. 

The  expansions,  projected  wr  a  later  date, 
are  already  included  in  thexconstruction 
plans.  The  dispatch  building  will  be  sub¬ 
stantially  expanded  and  a  special  baggage 
system  will  be  Installed.  Also,  the  Lufthansa 
base  will  be  considerably  enlarged  tor  the 
maintenance  of  the  jumbo  jets.  109  million 
Mark  are  provided  for  the  next  construction 
stage  alone. 


The  automated  mail  handling  system  to  be 
installed  in  the  terminal  was  designed  by 
1st  Lt.  Joseph  Saline,  a  mechanical  engineer. 
It  entails  a  series  of  conveyor  belts  and 
chutes  built  into  the  ceilings  of  the  new 
building  that  will  weigh,  tag  and  sort  mall 
bags  under  the  operation  of  one  man. 

At  present,  the  Frankfurt  facility  is  the 
largest  military  air  mail  terminal  in  Europe, 
and  is  second  in  size  by  volume  of  mail 
handled  in  the  world  only  to  the  Saigon, 
Vietnam,  terminal. 


(Mr.  de  la  GARZA  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

[Mr.  de  la  GARZA’S  remarks  will  ap¬ 
pear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


[From  the  Stars  and  Stripes,  Apr.  7,  1967]' 

Automated  Terminal  To  Speed  Up  Mail 
Handling 
(By  Jay  Dorman) 

Frankfurt,  April  6  (S&S). — US-AFE  and 
German  officials  Thursday  hailed  a  new 
$400,000  Air  Force  postal  terminal  at  the 
International  Airport  here  as  a  major  step 
in  speeding  mail  service  for  U.S.  forces  in 
Europe. 

Lt.  Gen.  A.  C.  Agan  Jr.,  USAFE  vice-com¬ 
mander,  accepted  the  APO  building  for  the 
Air  Force  from  airport  officials  and  described 
the  facilities  as  a  vital  link  in  the  military 
postal  system  between  the  United  States  and 
Europe. 

The  APO  terminal  is  located  on  the  com¬ 
mercial  side  of  the  Rhine-Main-Frankfurt 
Airport  complex. 

Speaker  at  the  German-American  turn¬ 
over  ceremony  was  Georg  August  Zinn,  min¬ 
ister-president  of  the  State  of  Hesse. 

Zinn  told  some  500  guests  that  the  termi¬ 
nal  as  a  “development  of  the  Frankfurt 
Airport  is  very  closely  connected  with  im¬ 
proved  traffic  operations  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger¬ 
many.” 

Agan  and  Zinn  transferred  a  mail  bag  from 
an  Air  Force  mail  cart  to  a  German  airport 
tractor-trailer  to  officially  open  the  new 
facility. 

Also  attending  the  ceremony  was  C< 
Harold  W.  Brazier,  chief  of  the  European 
Region  USAFE  Postal  Courier  Service. 

The  USAFE  band,  directed  by  Cap€.  Ed¬ 
ward  V.  D ’Alfonso,  furnished  must 

Elements  of  the  USAFE  Postal  and  Courier 
Region,  Det  300,  headed  by  Lt.  Col.  Harry  F. 
Collins,  are  operating  the  nevyiacility.  At 
though  the  completely  automated  mail  han¬ 
dling  equipment  isn’t  fully'  installed,  the 
building’s  ideal  location  wjn  facilitate  han¬ 
dling  of  a  rapidly  growing/mail  volume. 

“We  expect  to  have  the  automated  ham 
dling  system  operational  within  another 
year,”  said  1st  Lt^Gepe  S.  Bartlow,  a  Det  300 
postal  officer. 

The  volume  of ydiail  handled  by  Air  Force 
mailmen,  official  said,  has  jumped  from  15 
million  pounds  in  1961  to  69.5  million  in 
1966.  It  is  estimated  that  the  volume  will 
jump  to  75/or  80  million  pounds  in  1967. 

Before  ynoving  into  the  new  building,  the 
Air  ForOe  mail  handlers  used  the  second 
floor  or  a  commercial  warehouse  at  the  air- 
portyThere  they  had  to  move  their  mail  bags 
up  /nd  down  by  elevator  and  store  mail  bags 
oy  open  truck  docks.  The  new  building  will 
accommodate  20  trucks  at  a  time  whereas 
'the  old  building  had  space  for  eight. 


(Mr.  de  la  GARZA  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  hi^  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.)  . 

:Mr.  de  la  GARZA’S  remarks  will  ap¬ 
pear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.]  / 

(Mr\>E  la  GARZA  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Pryo(R)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  hiXjemarks  at  this  newnt  in  the 
Record  ana\to  include  extryiiieous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

[Mr.  de  la  g\RZA’S  vfemarks  will  ap- 
pear  hereafter  in\he  Appendix.] 

SUCCESS  OP  THE  FOOD  STAMP 
PROGRAM 

(Mr.  EVERETT  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
RECORmand  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.)  * 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  legislation  to  extend  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  will  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  House  soon,  I  feel  that  it  is 
^.appropriate  to  comment  on  the  success  of 
the  program. 

The  program  has  been  of  great  bene¬ 
fit  in  my  congressional  district  and 
throughout  Tennessee  in  providing  food 
for  needy,  undernourished  people. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  with  an 
amendment  to  the  food  stamp  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  reported  by  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee.  This  amendment  would 
require  20  percent  financial  participation 
by  the  States  and  would  unquestionably 
cause  the  program  to  be  terminated  in 
Tennessee.  I  say  this  because  it  is  un¬ 
likely  that  the  State  of  Tennessee  could 
make  available  the  necessary  funds.  At 
the  present  level  of  operation  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  cost  our  State  $1,650,360 
per  year  and  the  amount  would  increase 
as  the  program  continues  to  expand. 

It  is  apparent  that  I  am  opposed  to 
this  amendment  and  I  hope  that  my  col¬ 
leagues  will  join  me  in  removing  it  from 
the  bill  when  it  is  brought  up  in  the 
House. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  a  great 
program  and  should  be  permitted  to  con¬ 
tinue  as  it  is  now  operating. 


The  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  Times  said 
editorially  when  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was 
passed  in  1964: 

The  program  has  been  made  permanent 
because  many  people  believe  lt  is  an  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  help  people  through  economic 
straits  when  a  sound  diet  can  be  of  great 
assistance. 

Since  then,  increasing  thousands  of 
Tennessee’s  low-income  families  have 
echoed  that  belief,  in  the  38  counties 
where  the  food  stamp  program  is  bring¬ 
ing  more  and  better  food  to  the  78,000 
needy  people  taking  part  in  it.  And  an¬ 
other  13  counties  are  slated  to  inaugu¬ 
rate  programs  before  the  end  of  June. 

Take  Mrs.  Omie  E.  Smith,  63,  of  Mem¬ 
phis,  and  her  disabled  husband,  Artie  L. 
Smith,  58,  who  live  on  an  income  of  $101 
a  month,  mostly  from  social  security. 
Mrs.  Smith  was  among  the  first  in  line 
when  food  stamps  went  on  sale  in  Mem¬ 
phis  in  February  1966,  to  pay  $28  cash 
for  $40  worth  of  the  food  coupons.  She 
said: 

*  These  stamps  are  going  to  be  a  big  help. 
We  had  to  skimp  and  save  to  get  up  our  first 
payment,  but  it’s  worth  it. 

In  all,  Tennessee’s  participating  fam¬ 
ilies,  at  the  level  of  operation  reported 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  February  1967,  put  up  slightly  more 
than  $540,000  of  their  own  money  to  re¬ 
ceive  over  $1  million  total  value  of  cou¬ 
pons.  The  $500,000  “bonus”  means  more 
food  for  the  families,  more  business  for 
retailers,  wholesalers,  and  farmers,  and 
a  general  boost  to  the  entire  economy  of 
the  area.  In  fiscal  year  1966,  when  only 
18  counties  in  Tennessee  had  the  pro¬ 
gram,  a  total  of  more  than  $4,000,000  of 
added  food-purchasing  power  flowed  into 
the  State’s  economy  in  the  form  of  Fed¬ 
eral  food  stamps. 

Claude  Posey,  a  certification  worker  in 
the  Scott  County  Welfare  Department, 
where  the  program  has  been  operating 
since  early  1965,  notes  that  “Some  school 
teachers  have  reported  that  children 
from  stamp  families  are  more  alert  in 
class  and  making  better  grades  since  the 
program  began.” 

Retailers  in  Haywood  County,  where 
the  program  has  also  been  operating  for 
a  full  2  years,  agree  that  food  stamps 
help  people  through  “economic  straits.” 
Food  stamp  use  varies  with  the  seasonal 
economic  picture  and  seasonal  employ¬ 
ment  rates.  But  the  retailers  are  pleased 
that  as  participants  get  jobs  and  go  off 
the  rolls,  they  continue  to  patronize  the 
stores  where  they  had  been  redeeming 
Federal  food  coupons. 

-  At  present  and  anticipated  levels  of 
operation  of  the  food  stamp  program, 
it  is  estimated  by  USDA  that  the  total 
Federal  “bonus”  coupons  issued  to  Ten¬ 
nessee  recipients  this  fiscal  year  may 
reach  $5.7  million  in  value. 

The  State  and  localities  are  required 
to  finance  the  administrative  costs  of  the 
program,  including  certification  of 
eligible  families  and  coupon  issuance  and 
accounting.  Such  costs  typically  rim  to 
about  7  percent  of  the  value  of  the  bonus 
coupons — thus,  Tennessee  sources  will  be 
contributing  some  $400,000  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  fiscal  1967. 

A  requirement  for  an  additional  20 
percent  State  contribution  in  the  future 
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would  probably  mean  cancellation  of  the 
program  in  Tennessee.  The  20 -percent 
State  participation  provision  is  contained 
in  the  legislation  to  extend  the  food 
stamp  program,  as  reported  by  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee.  This  re¬ 
quirement  should  be  stricken  from  the 
bill  when  it  is  considered  in  the  House. 

Tennessee  counties  in  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram — April  1967:  Anderson,  Bledsoe, 
Campbell,  Cannon,  Chester,  Claiborne, 
Cocke,  Dyer,  Fayette,  Fentress,  Grundy, 
Hamilton,  Hancock,  Hardeman,  Hardin, 
Haywood,  Henry,  Knox,  Lake,  Lauder¬ 
dale,  Lawrence,  Macon,  Marion,  Mc- 
Nairy,  Meigs,  Morgan,  Pickett,  Ruther¬ 
ford,  Scott,  Sequatchie,  Sevier,  Shelby, 
Smith,  Sumner,  Tipton,  Trousdale, 
Weakley,  and  Wilson. 

Scheduled  for  program  by  June  30, 
1967:  Clay,  Coffee,  DeKalb,  Grainger, 
Hickman,  Jackson,  Loudon,  McMinn, 
Obion,  Overton,  Putnam,  Van  Buren, 
Wayne. 

SELDEN  INTRODUCES  LEGISLATIOI 
TO  CURB  DAIRY  IMPORTS 

(Mr.  SELDEN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  SELDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  dairy 
fanners  in  my  district  and  throughout 
our  Nation  are  being  hard  hit  by  imports 
of  foreign-made  dairy  products  which 
are  cutting  into  markets  for  their  milk. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  estimates  that  some  314 
billion  pounds  of  milk  equivalent  will  be 
imported  this  year  unless  some  action  is 
taken  to  stop  the  flow. 

Consequently,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in¬ 
troducing  legislation  today  that  is  de¬ 
signed  to  stem  the  unchecked  flow  of 
dairy  imports  into  the  United  States.  At 
the  same  time,  this  legislation  will  re¬ 
quire  that  imported  dairy  products  meet 
the  high  sanitary  standards  that  our  do¬ 
mestic  milk  producers  must  follow. 

This  legislation  will  limit  imports  to 
the  average  butterfat  and  nonfat  milk 
solids  shipped  into  the  United  States 
during  the  years  1961  through  1965./ 
Quotas  will  be  increased,  however,  as  oi 
domestic  consumption  of  milk  increases. 
This  allows  importers  to  share  in /our 
markets,  but,  at  the  same  time, /gives 
our  dairy  farmers  some  protection  for 
their  products. 

As  our  urban  areas  becouie  larger, 
there  is  a  tendency  in  this  cojnitry  to  for¬ 
get  the  outstanding  job  done  by  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  farmers.  One  f armor  can  now  feed 
37  Americans,  making  most  of  our  work 
force  available  for  producing  other  goods 
and  services.  Actual!/  we  pay  less  of  our 
family  income  for  food  than  do  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  any  other/ country,  and  this  is 
possible  because  our  farmers  are  the 
most  efficient  ha  the  world. 

Farming  remains  a  tremendous  indus¬ 
try  in  my  .State  of  Alabama,  as  it  does 
throughout  our  Nation.  Dairy  market¬ 
ings  alojfe  amount  to  about  $50  million  a 
year  in  Alabama.  Yet,  in  the  past  15 
yeaiVwe  have  seen  the  number  of  farms 
selhng  milk  in  this  country  drop  from 
sr  a  million  to  about  500,000.  Dairy 
lers  are  leaving  the  farm  because  the 


pay  is  low,  the  hours  are  long,  and  the 
price  paid  for  milk  is  subject  to  sudden 
drops. 

For  our  dairy  farmers  to  continue  in 
business,  they  must  have  some  assurance 
that  foreign  subsidized  surpluses  will  not 
be  allowed  to  undermine  their  domestic 
markets.  The  measure  I  have  introduced 
is  reasonable  legislation  that  will  give 
them  that  assurance.  I  am  anxious  that 
it  be  given  favorable  consideration  by 
the  Congress. 

MEMORIAL  FOR  WOODROW  WILSON 

(Mr.  PATTEN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  PATTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  his¬ 
torians  select  great  American  Presidents, 
Woodrow  Wilson  is  always  listed. 

He  was  a  brilliant,  versatile  and  com¬ 
passionate  man — a  lawyer,  professor, 
university  president.  Governor,  President 
vof  the  United  States,  and  architect  of/ 
*prld  peace. 

Woodrow  Wilson’s  strong  love  of  justice 
ancKfreedom  was  evinced  long  befoipe'he 
because  President. 

In  1003,  when  he  was  president  of 
Princeton  University,  he  gave  a/patriotic 
speech  containing  these  stirring  words  of 
challenge: 

If  we  do  no\  love  that  whj/h  Is  good,  we 
cannot  achieve  \that  which/  is  great. 

Wilson  was  both  good  and  great. 

A  deep  love  ofN:igiiteousness  formed 
the  basic  philosopmf  of  Woodrow  Wil¬ 
son  and  had  a  styonk  influence  on  the 
innovating  university  president,  the  re¬ 
form  Governor;  and  the  progressive — 
and  great — president  o\  the  United 
States. 

When  fn/edom  was  endangered  by  to¬ 
talitarianism  in  1917,  he  asked  sor  a  dec¬ 
laration/  of  war  before  a  joinKsession 
of  Congress — a  speech  that  was  later  de¬ 
scribed  by  author  Edward  Jablonssi  as, 
isterly,  beautifully  proportioned, 
s/rinkled  with  memorable  phrases.’ 

This  tribute  to  Wilson  was  no  surprise^ 
because  he  was  a  gifted  writer.  How  elo¬ 
quent,  beautiful,  and  moving  his  speeches 
were.  When  he  was  a  professor,  his  stu¬ 
dents  were  so  moved,  they  would  often 
stand  and  applaud  him  after  he  delivered 
a  lecture. 

After  the  war,  he  fought  hard  and 
courageously  for  a  League  of  Nations  and 
although  his  plan  was  rejected  by  the 
U.S.  Senate,  that  dream  eventually  led 
to  the  United  Nations — our  best  hope  for 
world  peace.  He  once  said: 

I  am  not  one  of  those  who  have  the  least 
anxiety  about  the  triumph  of  the  principles 
I  have  stood,  for.  That  we  shall  prevail  is  as 
sure  as  that  God  reigns. 

Wilson’s  ideals  still  prevail  and  will 
endure,  because  they  are  right  and  fair. 

It  is  disgraceful  and  incredible  that  43 
years  after  his  death,  no  memorial  has 
been  erected  in  Washington  to  honor 
Woodrow  Wilson — the  man  whose  lead¬ 
ership  helped  save  the  world  from  dis¬ 
aster.  A  memorial  should  be  authorized 
by  Congress  to  honor  him  and  approval 
should  not  be  postponed  any  longer. 

I  am  proud  to  join  my  colleagues  in  the 


House  in  helping  to  cosponsor  legisla¬ 
tion  to  build  such  a  memorial.  Harrison 
A.  Williams,  Jr.,  the  distinguished/U.S. 
Senator  of  New  Jersey,  is  heading  the 
fight  in  the  Senate  for  a  suitable/memo¬ 
rial  and  I  hope  that  many  owners  will 
help  in  both  the  House  and  Senate. 

Wilson’s  wife,  quoting  f/om  Words¬ 
worth,  once  called  him,  /A  noticeable 
man.”  But  he  was  much/more  than  no¬ 
ticeable,  he  was  great/ln  many  ways — • 
in  mind,  spirit,  and/his  incomparable 
sense  of  honor. 

Woodrow  Wilson/ gave  much  to  Amer¬ 
ica — in  a  senseyeven  his  life — hoping, 
working,  and  figpnting  for  enduring  world 
peace. 

But  the  Nation  he  led  and  helped  save 
has  ignored  him — in  its  own  Capital. 
How  ironic,  how  cruel,  how  tragic  this 
ingratitude  is. 

America  should  rectify  this  shame  by 
erecting  an  outstanding  memorial  in 
Woodrow  Wilson’s  honor. 


JECISION  OF  OFFICE  OF  ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  FUND  THE 
SOUTHWEST  ALABAMA  FARM¬ 
ERS  COOPERATIVE  ASSOCIATION 
SHOULD  BE  APPLAUDED 

(Mr.  SCHEUER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  to  fund  the  Southwest  Alabama 
Farmers  Cooperative  Association  should 
be  applauded.  This  self-help  economic 
development  program  is  a  reaffirmation 
of  the  basic  mandate  of  Congress  that 
programs  funded  by  the  OEO  strike  at 
the  root  causes  of  poverty.  Mr.  Shriver 
and  his  staff  are  to  be  congratulated  on 
their  dedication  and  imagination  in 
making  this  grant.  In  doing  so,  they 
have  shown  that  it  is  possible  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  provide  a  real  al¬ 
ternative  to  thousands  of  poor  people  in 
one  of  our  Nation’s  most  impoverished 
areas  who  otherwise  would  be  forced  to 
migrate  to  the  city  slums.  I  urge  all  per¬ 
sons  who  support  the  war  on  poverty  to 
heartily  support  SWAFCA — for  it  is  the 
kind  of  program  we  must  continue  to 
develop  if  we  are  to  eliminate  poverty 
in  our  Nation. 


(Mr.  SCHEUER  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  PryokSi  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and\  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

[Mr.  SCHEUEiVS  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


IMPORTANCE  OF  NSST  TO  THE 
NATIONAL  ECONOMY 

(Mr.  FRIEDEL  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pryor)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  few 
weeks  ago,  the  president  of  the\Air 
Transport  Association,  Mr.  Stuart' 
Tipton,  made  a  most  interesting  state- 
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naent  about  the  supersonic  transport  de¬ 
velopment  program  which  seems  particu¬ 
larly  pertinent  now  that  the  President 
has  r&auested  funds  to  continue  this  pro¬ 
gram.  \ 

Speal^Jg  before  a  Washington  avia¬ 
tion  grouh.  Mr.  Tipton  noted  that  the 
SST  program  was  not  initiated  just  to 
enhance  our prestige  or  even  to  advance 
our  technologjS--although  I  am  sure  he 
agrees  with  me  chat  these  are  important 
considerations  in\hemselves.  Rather,  he 
said,  the  SST  program  was  undertaken 
“to  achieve  a  very  ©old  and  very  hard 
economic  objective  on\ehalf  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  StatesX 

Therefore,  he  continued^: 

The  judgment  as  to  whether  the  project 
should  continue  has  to  be  basefci  upon  these 
same  cold  hard  realities.  The  question  that 
constantly  must  be  before  us  is  whether  this 
investment  in  the  economic  futurX  of  the 
U.S.  is  a  good  one  or  is  not.  \ 

With  your  indulgence,  then,  I  wVild 
like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  address 
myself  to  this  question.  \ 

It  is  true  that  the  SST  program  will 
require  a  substantial  investment.  Some 
$500  million  already  has  been  appro¬ 
priated  and  approximately  $700  million 
more  will  be  required  to  see  the  program 
through  the  prototype  construction  and 
flight  test  phase.  Moreover,  it  is  con¬ 
ceivable  that  the  Federal  Government 
could  become  further  obligated — at  least 
through  the  extension  of  some  form  of 
credit  assistance  to  the  participating 
manufacturers. 

Consequently,  ’  the  Congress  must  ask 
itself  whether  the  prospects  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  warrant  such  an  investment.  I 
think  the  answer  is  an  unqualified  yes. 

The  FAA  estimates  that  at  least  500 
SST’s  will  be  needed  by  1990  to  serve  the 
transoceanic  routes  alone.  I  might  add 
that  this  estimate  is  based  on  a  very  con¬ 
servative  forecast  of  traffic  increases — 10 
percent  per  year  as  compared  with  an 
annual  average  of  17  percent  since  1946. 
It  is  very  possible,  then,  that  the  market 
has  been  underestimated  rather  than 
overestimated. 

But  even  a  market  of  500  SST’s  would 
seen  to  be  sufficient  justification  for  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  the  program.  Under  the/ 
terms  of  the  recoupment  formula  neg/ 
tiated  with  the  participating  manufac¬ 
turers,  the  Government  would  recover  all 
of  its  investment  on  the  sale  of  300  air¬ 
craft.  Moreover,  it  would  continue  to  col¬ 
lect  royalties  on  sales  above  the/point  for 
a  period  of  at  least  15  year/ 

Of  course,  if  it  is  determined  after  fur¬ 
ther  research  and  testing/that  the  SST 
can  operate  over  populated  land  areas 
without  creating  sonic/ boom  problems, 
then  the  market  for /the  aircraft  would 
more  than  double/ As  many  as  1,200 
SST’s  might  be  sofa  by  1990. 

The  impact  of/a  500  to  1,200  SST  pro¬ 
duction  program  on  the  national  econ¬ 
omy  would  be  staggering.  Based  on  an 
individual  soling  price  of  $40  million  per 
SST,  the/alue  of  this  production  pro¬ 
gram  u/ld  be  $20  to  $48  billion.  And, 
contrary  to  popular  opinion,  this  money 
will  not  be  spent  just  in  the  Seattle  and 
Cii/nnati  areas,  which  are  the  home 
bases  for  Boeing  and  General  Electric, 
/spectively.  Approximately  65  percent 


of  production  business  will  be  channeled 
out  to  companies  all  over  the  United 
States. 

Moreover,  a  production  program  of 
this  size  will  create  many  new  jobs  for 
Americans.  Mr.  Tipton  estimates  that 
250,000  new  long-term  jobs  will  be  cre¬ 
ated  directly  and  indirectly  by  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  SST.  The  annual  payroll 
of  these  quarter  of  a  million  jobs  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  $2 y2  billion. 

Finally,  there  are  the  balance-of-pay- 
ment  considerations  associated  with  the 
SST  program.  We  expect  that  half  of  all 
SST  sales  will  be  to  foreign-flag  airlines. 
This  will  result  in  a  gold  inflow  of  $10 
to  $24  billion  over  a  15-year  period.  In 
addition,  the  availability  of  the  SST  will 
limit  the  sales  of  the  Anglo-French  Con¬ 
corde  to  the  U.S.  airlines  and  thus  pre¬ 
vent  a  gold  outflow  of  several  billion 
dollars. 

In  view  of  all  these  considerations,  I 
think  the  question  is  not  whether  we  can 
afford  to  build  the  SST  but  rather 
whether  we  can  afford  not  to  build  it. 


Ti^e  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Cohel/]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes.  / 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Speak/,  along 
with  many ''Americans  I  hav/seen  dis¬ 
tressed  by  tliesmilitary  overthrow  of  con¬ 
stitutional  government  in  .Greece. 

Press  accountXindica/ that  the  U.S. 
officials  in  Greec/kne/  about  and  did 
not  protest  contingency  plans  for  a  mili¬ 
tary  takeover  if  results  of  the  upcoming 
elections  were  no/ favorable  to  Greek 
military  leaders/f  thebe  accounts  are 
true,  I  am  sorely  distressed  by  the  role 
played  by  ou/oreign  policV  officials.  If 
not  true,  t,l/ United  States  should  give 
clear  and  /plicit  indication  toNfche  mili¬ 
tary  jun/  now  in  command  that  we  do 
not  countenance  morally,  and  do  not 
inten/ to  support  or  assist,  a  military 
dictatorship.  \ 

many  of  my  constituents  have  voiced 
tine ir  deep  concern  over  the  arrest  or 
/Greek  citizens  and  their  duly  elected 
leaders  for  the  crime  of  disagreeing  with 
the  political  viewpoint  of  the  military 
junta.  They  have  strongly  endorsed  the 
plea  which  I  and  others  have  made  that 
former  Premier  George  Papandreou,  his 
son  Andreas  and  his  family,  and  other 
political  prisoners  be  assured  safety. 

People  of  this  country  have  watched 
with  growing  alarm  the  stern  measures 
which  the  new  military  rulers  have  insti¬ 
tuted.  We  have  been  shocked  and  sad¬ 
dened  to  see  American  tanks,  sent  to 
Greece,  first  under  the  Marshall  plan  and 
later  in  concert  with  our  NATO  allies, 
to  protect  that  country  from  tyranny 
and  aggression,  used  to  round  up  the 
country’s  legitimately  elected  officials;  to 
witness  the  detaining  of  more  than  5,000 
political  prisoners;  to  learn  that  news¬ 
papers  are  forbidden  publications  and 
that  trade  unions,  athletic  organizations, 
and  political  groups  have  been  dis¬ 
banded.  On  top  of  all  of  this,  the  elec¬ 
tions  scheduled  for  May  28  have  been 
canceled. 

As  a  representative  from  the  Seventh 
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California  District  which  includes  Berke¬ 
ley,  where  Andreas  Papandreou  serve/ 
for  5  years  as  chairman  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomics  Department  of  the  Universi/  of 
California,  I  have  a  special  and  pe/onal 
concern  for  his  welfare  and  th/safety 
of  his  wife  and  family.  But  perhaps  even 
more,  I  have  been  conceme/ and  dis¬ 
mayed  that  people  throughout  the  birth¬ 
place  of  democracy  have  b/n  denied  the 
most  fundamental  of  fr/doms. 

Our  economic  and  mjutary  assistance 
to  Greece  over  the  p/t  20  years  totals 
nearly  $4  billion,  i/ubmit  that  before 
the  United  States  /ants  any  further  as¬ 
sistance  to  Gree/,  it  is  important  that 
we  receive  assu/nces  on  three  points : 

First,  that  /institutional  government 
be  restorec/  with  elections  held  as 
scheduled/ 

Second/hat  prisoners  whose  only  of¬ 
fense  is/pposition  to  the  military  clique 
now  i/ command,  be  released  and  their 
safe/ assured;  and, 

Third,  that  the  basic  freedoms  of 
speech,  assembly,  and  press  be  restored. 
/  I  urge  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  all  American  officials  con¬ 
cerned,  not  to  settle  for  less.  As  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress  I  intend  to  insist  on  these 
assurances  in  matters  of  any  future  ap¬ 
propriations  for  Greece.  I  do  not  think 
we  can  or  should  be  satisfied  with  the 
vague  promises  that  constitutional 
amendments  will  be  submitted  to  the 
people  “at  some  future  time”  or  that 
elections  will  be  held  “when  conditions 
permit.” 

Freedom  faces  a  great  test  in  Greece 
today.  As  perhaps  the  leading  advocates 
and  practitioners  of  this  political  philos¬ 
ophy,  I  believe  our  commitment  to  its 
full  restitution  should  be  unwavering 
and  without  reservation. 


By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  to  Mr.  Wolff  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Celler),  for  Thursday, 
May  11,  1967,  on  account  of  official  busi¬ 
ness. 


\By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders  here¬ 
tofore 'entered,  was  granted  to: 

Mr.  sSoth  of  New  York  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  kNppe)  ,  for  1  hour,  today;  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  his  remarks,  and  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  AshbrcmSk  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Kleppe),  for  l\minutes,  today;  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  nis  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  matterX 

Mr.  Halpern  (at \he  request  of  Mr. 
Kleppe)  ,  for  10  minutes,  today;  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarkX^nd  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.  \ 

Mr.  Halpern  (at  the  r«mest  of  Mr. 
Kleppe),  for  15  minutes,  On  May  15, 
1967;  to  revise  and  extend  hX  remarks, 
and  include  extraneous  matterX 

(The  following  Members  to  reXse  and 
extend  their  remarks,  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter: )  \ 

Mr.  Pelly  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  York),  for  20  minutes,  o\ 
May  15,  1967. 
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dairy,  vegetable,  ancr  fruit  imports.  House  passed  bills  to  authorree  transfer  of 
tobacco  allotments v/  HOUSE 

1.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Began  and  completed  general  debate  on  H.  R.  1318,  to  authorize 

appropriations  for'the  food  stamp  program  for  years  after  the  fiscal  year  1967 
pp.  H5417-38 

2,  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5702,  to  remove  the  5-ayre 
liafitation  on  the  amount  of  tobacco  allotment  acreage  which  may  be  leased. 
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Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  8265,  to  authorize  transfers  of  tobacco  acreage 
.lotments  and  acreage-poundage  quotas,  p.  H5411 

3.  FORF.taN  TRADE.  Rep.  Monagan  deplored  increases  in  footwear  imports.  /.  H5439 

Rebs.  Andrews  (N.  Dak.) ,  Steiger  (Wis.) ,  and  Langen  deplored  increases  in 
v  dairy  imports,  pp.  H5469,  5479-80,  5487-91 

Rep.  Rurke,  Fla.,  deplored  increases  in  vegetable-fruit  import^,  p.  H5491 
Rep.  Nelson  claimed  U.  S.  negotiators  have  capitulated  over  -the  issue  of 
a  guarantee^  percentage  of  the  European  Common  Market  grain  t}7ade.  pp.  H5493- 
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4.  WATER-SEWER  GRANTS*.  Rep.  Widnall  said  more  money  is  needed  for  the  water-and- 

sewer  grant  program,  pp.  H5485-7 

5.  FOOD  PRICES.  Rep.  Nereen  inserted  an  article  which,  he  said,  supports  his  con¬ 

tention  that  "this  administration  has  a  deliberate  jtneap  food  policy."  p, 
H5493  x 

6.  COOPERATIVES;  POVERTY.  Repl\Burton,  Calif.,  expressed  pleasure  at  the  0E0  gra{ 

to  the  Southwest  Alabama  Farmers  Cooperative  Association,  p.  H5526 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  the  independent  offices 

appropriation  bill,  H.  R.  9960  (H\  Rept.Z>9)  (May  12).  p.  H5545 

8.  STANDARD  REFERENCE  DATA.  The  Science\ax(d  Astronautics  Committee  reported  with¬ 

out  amendment  H.  R.  6279,  to  provide/i^r  collection,  compilation,  critical 
evaluation,  publication,  and  sale  of  standard  reference  data  (H.  Rept.  260) 
p.  H5545  7  x 

9.  USER  CHARGES,  Received  the  Budget  Bureau's  ahnual  report  on  the  user  charges 

program,  p.  H5545  r  x 
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10.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen,  Symington  discussed  a  letter  he  received  from  a  Mo.  fanner  ^ 

critical  of  current  fa-tm  price  levels,  p.  S6811  x  Vk"’ 

11.  GRAZING  LAND.  Sen,  Bible  commended  the  Forest  Service  on 'the  management  of 

Pab.li.c_r.gng,e  ...lan ds/ and  inserted  a  speech  by  FS  Chief  Edwari  Cliff,  "Grazing 
Policies  on  Forest  Lands:  A  Look  at  the  Next  20  Years."  pX  S6816-8 

12.  CONSERVATION.  /Sen.  Pearson  discussed  the  SCS  budget  relating  t\the  Great 

Plains  conservation  program  and  watershed  project  planning  assistance  and  urged 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  restore  the  cuts  made  in  this  budget  and  bring 
it  up  to  /he  1967  level,  p.  S6823 

13.  FOOD.  -Sen.  Pearson  discussed  and  inserted  Rep.  Dole's  analysis  of  the  world 

food/crisis  and  the  impact  on  the  American  farmer,  pp.  S6824-7 

14.  AWARDS.  Sen.  Ervin  commended  ASCS  Administrator  Horace  Godfrey  on  receiving\a 
Eivil  Service  League  award.  p.  S6823 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOL 


l)  by  striking  out  “Federal  Housing  Ad- 
trator”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘SeciVtary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  ^hereinafter  in  this  sentence  referred 
to  as  theySecretary’) 

(2)  by  Striking  out  "Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Adininistrator”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “Secretary”; 

(3)  by  striking  out  “Administrator”  each 
place  it  appearsVand  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“Secretary”;  and' 

(4)  by  striking  Vut  “Public  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration”  each  place  it  appears  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereofV'Secretary”. 

(b)  Paragraph  (11)  Of  section  5200  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (12  U.S>C.  84)  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Administrator  or  me  Public  Hous¬ 
ing  Administration”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development”:  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “Administrator  or  Ad¬ 
ministration”  each  place  it  appear^  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary”. 

Sec.  28.  Any  function  or  authority  'jested 
in  or  exercisable  by  the  Federal  Home 
Bank  Board,  the  Chairman  thereof,  or  \ne 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  CorpV 
ration  immediately  before  the  enactment  or 
this  Act  shall  not  by  this  section  or  anything 
therein  be  affected  or  impaired,  or  subjected 
to  any  restriction  or  limitation  to  which  it 
was  not  then  subject. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  42  is  to 
correct  Federal  law  relating  to  housing 
and  urban  development  to  reflect  the 
creation  of  the  new  Department  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development,  and  the 
transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  the  functions  and  powers  previously 
vested  in  the  Housing  and  Home  Fin-' 
ance  Agency  and  its  constituent  units  and 
officials. 

No  new  programs  are  created  by  the 
resolution  and  no  programs  are  changed. 
Its  provisions  are  in  no  way  substantive. 

The  resolution  merely  changes  1 
names  of  organizations  and  officials 
the  various  statutes  relating  to  hou: 
and  urban  development  so  that  they'1  will 
conform  to  the  names  established/by  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Ui;can  De¬ 
velopment  Act. 

The  Department  of  HousinVand  Urban 
Development  Act  establish«athe  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
effective  November  9,  Ltt>5.  Under  that 
act,  all  of  the  functions,  powers,  and 
duties  of  the  Housing/and  Home  Finance 
Agency  and  its  Administrator  and  the 
other  agencies  and'officials  formerly  con¬ 
tained  in  that  Agency  were  transferred  to 
and  vested  in  ine  Secretary. 

As  a  result/of  the  law  establishing  the 
Department  and  the  laws  enacted  since 
then,  theyvarious  housing  and  urban  de¬ 
velopment  laws  now  contain  a  mixture 
of  najnes  of  officials  and  agencies.  In 
some/ laws  the  terms  “commissioner,” 
inistrator,”  and  "secretary”  all  ap- 
ir,  whereas  under  the  Department  Act 
word  “secretary”  should  be  used 


throughout  the  law.  The  present  laws  are 
therefore  inaccurate  and  confusing. 

The  resolution  would  correct  these 
laws  and  eliminate  the  inaccuracies  and 
confusion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  is  com¬ 
pletely  noncontroversial.  It  passed  the 
Senate  unanimously  and  was  reported 
from  our  committee  unanimously.  As  the 
letter  from  Secretary  Weaver  printed  on 
page  2  of  the  report  states,  its  enactment 
will  not  cost  the  Government  a  single 
cent.  It  is  obvious  that  sooner  or  later 
these  technical  changes  in  the  law  must 
be  made,  and  I  hope  that  all  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  will  agree  to  the  passage  of  this 
resolution  this  afternoon. 

(Mr.  MULTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  has  correctly 
stated  the  purport  of  the  bill.  It  was  re¬ 
ported  out  of  the  committee  unani¬ 
mously. 

It  attempts  to  correct  obsolete  refer¬ 
ences  made  in  the  past  in  the  existim 
msing  legislation  and  brings  up  to  di 
nomenclature  with  respect  to  laws  gf6v- 
ernM  housing  and  urban  development. 

I  urge  passage  of  this  bill. 

(Mr ''WIDNALL  asked  and  w/fs  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extejra  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MULlRER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time/and  yield  back 
the  balance  of  rHy  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  Thy'Eiuestion  is  on  the 
motion  of  the  genheoian  from  New  York 
that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  42. 

The  questioiy'was  Rvken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  fa\or  thereof)  the 
rules  were  suspended  am}  the  Senate 
joint  resolution  was  passed, 

A  motipn  to  reconsider  was\aid  on  the 
j£fel& 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  471,  and  ask  for  its 
'immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  471 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
1318)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967.  After  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 
shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-min¬ 
ute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider 
without  the  intervention  of  any  point  of  or¬ 
der  the  amendments  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  now  printed  in 
the  bill.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
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intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
to  gentleman  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Mat- 
sunaga]. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Hawaii  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  pending  which  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  471 
provides  an  open  rule  wtih  2  hours  of 
general  debate,  for  consideration  of  H.R. 
1318,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967.  The  resolution  further  provides  that 
it  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  how  in  the  bill,  with¬ 
out  the  intervention  of  any  point  of  or¬ 
der.  The  waiver  of  any  point  of  order 
in  this  case  is  necessary  in  order  that 
the  committee  amendments  may  be  con¬ 
sidered. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  es¬ 
tablished  a  national  policy  that,  in  or¬ 
der  to  promote  the  general  welfare,  the 
Nation’s  abundance  of  food  shall  be 
utilized  cooperatively  by  the  States,  the 
Federal  Government,  and  local  govern¬ 
mental  units  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  to  safeguard  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  Nation’s  population  and 
to  raise  levels  of  nutrition  among  eco¬ 
nomically  needy  households. 

In  those  areas  of  the  country  desiring 
to  participate  in  the  program,  public  as¬ 
sistance  and  other  low-income  house¬ 
holds  are  certified  by  the  local  counter¬ 
part  offices  of  the  State  welfare  agency, 
using  criteria  developed  by  the  State. 
Eligible  families  are  required  to  pay  about 
what  they  normally  spend  for  food  for 
stamps  and,  in  return,  receive  stamps  of 
greater  monetary  value.  The  amount 
of  the  payment  varies  by  the  size  and 
income  of  the  household.  The  State 
agencies  also  arrange  for  the  sale  of  the 
stamp  to  participants — either  through 
local  offices  or  through  banks  contracted 
by  the  State  to  perform  this  function. 

Participants  then  use  these  stamps  at 
certificated  grocery  stores  just  like  cash, 
and  may  buy  any  food  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  except  for  identifiable  imported 
items.  The  stamps  may  not  be  used  to 
purchase  tobacco  or  alcoholic  beverages. 
Grocers  redeem  the  stamps  at  their 
banks  and  the  banks  are  reimbursed  for 
the  face  value  of  the  stamps  through  the 
Federal  Reserve  System. 

H.R.  1318  extends  the  food-stamp 
program  for  1  year,  authorizing  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $195  million  for  its  oper¬ 
ation  from  June  30,  1967,  to  July  1,  1968. 
However,  the  bill,  as  amended  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  provides  that 
beginning  July  1,  1969,  each  participat¬ 
ing  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 
will  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  bonus 
stamps  distributed  to  eligible  house¬ 
holds.  This  would  be  in  addition  to  part 
of  their  own  supervisory  costs  of  the 
program  in  which  the  States  now  share. 

Personally,  I  am  opposed  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  and  hope  it  will  be 
defeated,  but  in  order  that  H.R.  1318 
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and  amendments  thereto  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  whole  House,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  471. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  concur  in  what  has  been  said  by  my 
colleague  from  Hawaii  as  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  House  Resolution  471. 

I  might  disagree  with  the  latter  part  of 
the  gentleman’s  statement,  as  to  his  po¬ 
sition  on  the  amendments  which  appar¬ 
ently  will  be  offered  to  the  bill. 

I  should  like  to  comment  on  those 
amendments  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  The  committee  labored 
many,  many  hours  on  this  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation,  which  is  to  come  before  the  House 
and  made  some  amendments  which  cer¬ 
tainly  will  be  discussed  in  detail  when 
this  matter  comes  up  for  debate. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  one  of 
these  amendments  was  to  make  this  a 
1-year  program  rather  than  a  perma¬ 
nent  program  as  proposed  by  the  author 
of  the  bill. 

Certainly,  this  has  been  mushrooming 
by  leaps  and  bounds  since  it  was  first 
initiated  as  a  pilot  program.  H.R.  1318 
calls  for  an  expenditure  of  $195  million 
in  fiscal  1968. 

If  the  bill  should  be  enacted  into  law 
as  proposed  by  the  author,  the  sky  would 
be  the  limit — $195  million  a  year  would 
not  even  start  to  touch  the  cost  of  this 
program. 

Several  reports  have  been  put  out  as  to 
the  cost  of  the  program,  which  would 
be  astronomical  if  we  were  to  remove  the 
limitation  the  Hou$e  Committee  on  Agri- 
.  culture  put  into  the  bill,  and  were  to  re¬ 
move  any  legislative  ceiling  on  annual 
appropriations  for  its  operation. 

A  Department  of  Agriculture  study 
prepared  in  1957  estimated  the  cost  of  a 
national  food  stamp  program  such  as 
that  proposed  by  the  author  at  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  $600  million,  while  a  full-scale 
effort  would  be  priced  at  $2.5  billion. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  for  the  two  amend¬ 
ments  it  inserted  in  the  bill;  first,  making 
it  a  1-year  rather  than  a  permanent 
program,  and,  second,  making  it  subject 
to  annual  appropriations  through  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee. 

As  to  the  question  of  whether  the 
States  should  participate  20  percent  after 
1  year  in  the  cost  of  this  program,  that 
is  something  which  needs  the  attention 
of  each  and  every  State  government  of 
the  50  States.  I  might  say  that  I  have 
already  heard  from  the  State  of  Ohio, 
and  the  Governor  of  our  State  says  that 
the  cost  would  be  more  than  the  State  of 
Ohio  could  bear  for  such  a  program. 

I  point  out  these  things  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House,  because  these  are  three 
important  areas  which  will  need  the  at¬ 
tention  of  Members,  since  there  is  more 
involved  here  than  just  a  continuation  of 
the  food  stamp  program  as  we  have  had 
it  before  us  in  previous  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests 
for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

I  move  the  previous  c  uestion. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  1318)  to  amend  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  au¬ 
thorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  1318,  with 
Mr.  Landrum  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  will 
be  recognized  for  1  hour,  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher]  will 
be  recognized  for  1  horn-. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  utterly  un¬ 
necessary  to  go  into  a  discussion  of  the 
nature  of  the  food  stamp  plan.  It  is 
rather  generally  understood  that  a  great 
many  Members  feel  it  is  a  highly  desir¬ 
able  plan.  I  am  one  of  those  Members.  I 
think  it  is  a  good  plan  and  it  is  the  best 
one  we  have  yet  devised  for  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  food  to  the  needy.  I  think  it  keeps 
the  distribution  of  food  in  commercial 
channels.  I  think  it  retains  the  self-re¬ 
spect  of  the  recipient.  I  think  those  are 
desirable  objectives.  It  is  an  orderly  and 
effective  program.  It  has  served  very 
well  on  a  rather  limited  scale  for  about 
3  years.  It  is  now  before  us  for  renewal. 

There  are  three  sharply  differing  view¬ 
points  in  reference  to  this  program. 
There  are  those  who  believe  that  this 
program  should  be  continued  on  a  per¬ 
manent  basis  without  any  very  effective 
legislative  limitations  on  its  operation 
other  than  by  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  I  think  this  view  is  very  well 
expressed  by  the  author  of  the  original 
bill.  The  gentlewoman  from  Missouri’s 
[Mrs.  Sullivan]  bill  proposes  substan¬ 
tially  that  approach. 

In  the  second  place,  there  are  those 
who  believe  that  we  should  scrap  the 
program  entirely  because  they  feel  it  is 
too  expensive,  that  it  is  inefficient,  and 
that  it  does  not  get  the  results  which 
many  of  us  think  it  does.  There  is  a  sub¬ 
stantial  acceptance  of  this  viewpoint 
which  is  shared  by  some  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Lastly,  there  is  a  third  viewpoint  which 
I  think  is  pretty  fairly  represented  by  the 
committee  amendments  which  will  be 
presented  to  the  House.  That  is  that  we 
should  continue  the  program  because  it 
is  in  our  opinion,  doing  a  good  job,  but 
that  we  would  be  ill  advised  simply  to 
turn  it  loose  with  no  effective  legislative 
limitations  on  the  way  it  is  to  be  admin¬ 
istered  and  no  limit  as  to  time  it  is  to 
continue  without  legislative  review  and 
with  no  effective  requirement  as  to  co¬ 
operation  on  the  part  of  the  States.  I 
personally  share  this  third  view  and  that 
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is  the  view  of  the  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
as  expressed  by  our  recent  vote. 

Therefore,  we  have  reported  this  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  it  do  pass  with  certain  amend¬ 
ments.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Latta]  referred  to  those  proposed 
amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  feel  it  is  rather  im¬ 
portant  that  the  States  should  be  active 
participants  in  the  support  of  this  pro¬ 
gram — both  in  direct  financial  support 
and  in  interested  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  there  is 
a  decided  difference  of  opinion,  both  in 
the  Congress  and  over  the  country,  re¬ 
garding  the  matter  of  States  rights. 

Further,  I  suppose,  as  one  of  the  elder 
Members  of  the  House,  I  probably  hold 
to  the  old-fashioned  view  that  our  States 
are  indeed  real  governmental  entities  and 
that  they  should  contribute  substantially 
to  the  operations  of  Government  in  this 
country.  However,  I  have  long  recognized, 
as  I  fear  some  people  do  not  like  to  admit, 
that  with  rights  always  go  responsibili¬ 
ties,  obligations,  and  duties. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  one  of  those 
who  would  suggest  that  the  States  should 
have  the  power  to  make  all  of  the  deci¬ 
sions  and  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  do  no  more  than  pay  the  bills. 
Nor,  does  the  proposal  brought  to  the 
Members  of  the  House  for  their  consider¬ 
ation  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
make  or  indicate  any  such  suggestion. 

The  measure  does  suggest  that  the 
States  should  exercise  a  real  and  effective 
control  over  the  operation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  within  the  boundaries  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  States.  However,  it  is  the  feeling  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  that  the 
States  should  make  at  least  a  fair — at 
least  a  token — contribution.  And,  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  not  much  more  than  a 
token  contribution.  We  are  only  asking 
that  the  States  put  up  $1  out  of  every  $5 
involved  in  this  program.  We  are  not  ask¬ 
ing  that  the  States  carry  half  of  this  cost. 
We  are  not  asking  that  the  States  carry 
two-thirds  of  this  cost.  We  are  not  ask¬ 
ing  that  the  States  put  up  all  of  these  dol¬ 
lars.  However,  we  are  asking  that  the 
States  put  up  $1  out  of  every  $5,  an 
amount  which  we  feel  is  entirely  reason¬ 
able.  We  feel  that  the  various  States 
should,  at  least  make  that  much  contri¬ 
bution.  If  the  States  are  going  to  exercise 
these  controls  over  the  operations  of  the 
program,  I,  for  one,  feel  that  they  should 
make  a  modest  contribution. 

Nor  can  I,  Mr.  Chairman,  accept  the 
suggestion  that  the  States  cannot  make 
this  modest  contribution.  Every  State 
contributes  far  more  to  the  construction 
of  State  and  local  highways.  Every  State 
contributes  a  far  larger  part  of  the  cost 
of  general  welfare.  Every  State  contrib¬ 
utes  far  more  to  the  support  of  schools, 
to  which  the  Federal  Government  has  re¬ 
cently  decided  to  make  a  substantial  pay¬ 
ment. 

No,  Mr.  Chairman,  every  State  in  this 
Union  can  contribute  if  it  wants  to  do  so. 
The  truth  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  there 
are  those  who,  while  professing  to  seek 
State  participation  in  the  management 
of  this  program,  do  not  in  fact  welcome 
any  participation  except  to  the  extent 
that  it  rubberstamps  their  views. 
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The  further  truth  is,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  no  State  is  going  to  be  very  careful 
about  the  certification  of  beneficiaries 
if  additional  beneficiaries  can  be  put  on 
the  rolls  with  no  cost  to  the  State  or  local 
governments.  The  members  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  feel  that  common 
business  judgment  requires  that  there  be 
a  contribution  by  the  States  if  we  are  to 
avoid  future  scandals.  \ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  is  recognized  for  3  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  want 
the  States  to  have  a  real  active  interest 
and  control  over  the  operation  of  this 
program.  We  feel  that  if  the  States  are 
going  to  have  that  interest  and  control, 
it  is  nothing  but  right  and  proper  that 
they  should  contribute  substantially — 
and  this  is  not  very  substantially — it  is 
only  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  your  Committee  on 
Agriculture  did  not  look  upon  this  pro¬ 
gram  as  something  that  we  wanted  to 
wreck.  The  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  is  not  a  wrecking  crew. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  heard  the 
charge  made  since  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  acted  upon  this  measure, 
that  we  sought  simply  to  scuttle  this  pro¬ 
gram.  No  such  thing  is  intended  and  no 
such  thing  was  considered  or  desired  by 
the  majority  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  had  we  intended  to 
scuttle  this  program,  had  we  intended 
to  permit  this  contribution  on  the  part 
of  the  States  to  become  burdensome  to 
carry  out,  we  certainly  would  have  made 
the  State  contribution  effective  this  year. 
There  is  no  reason  for  not  making  it 
effective  this  year,  except  that  your  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  knew,  as  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  know,  that  most  of  the 
legislatures  of  this  Nation  have  either 
already  adjourned  for  this  year,  or  will 
shortly  adjourn.  Most  of  them  will  not 
be  in  session  for  another  2  years. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
taken  the  precaution  to  provide  that  no 
contribution  shall  be  required  of  the 
States  for  the  next  2  years.  That  is  not 
because  we  want  to  give  the  States  a  free 
ride.  It  is  because  we  recognize  the  im¬ 
practicability  of  the  State  legislatures 
meeting  this  requirement,  a  requirement 
which  was  not  in  the  original  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  all  seriousness  your 
committee  tried  to  bring  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  a  practicable,  workable  pro¬ 
gram,  a  program  which  would  not  im¬ 
pose  an  unfair  burden  upon  any  State — 
a  program  we  felt  could  be  passed  by  this 
House.  We  think  we  have  presented  such 
a  program.  We  think  that  the  original 
bill  did  not  present  such  a  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
the  issue  which  is  now  pending  before  us 
simply  boils  down  to  this:  Do  we  believe 
in  States  rights?  There  are  those  of  this 
body  who  do  not.  I  happen  to  be  one  who 
does. 

Mr.  Chairman,  do  we  want  the  States 
to  be  an  active  participant  in  this  pro¬ 
gram?  I  want  them  to  be  a  participant 
in  the  program. 


Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  other  ques¬ 
tion  which  naturally  follows  is  this:  Do 
we  believe  that  if  they  are  to  exercise 
certain  rights  and  privileges,  that  the 
States,  as  well  as  individuals,  have  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  obligations  which  go 
along  with  those  rights? 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  great  majority  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  believes 
that  the  States  do  have  these  obligations 
and  responsibilities  which  go  along  with 
these  rights. 

We  believe  as  an  individual  or  as  a 
State  you  cannot  enjoy  rights  without  as¬ 
suming  responsibilities.  For  that  reason 
we  have  asked  the  Federal  Government 
to  recognize  the  rights  of  States  in  shap¬ 
ing  the  program  and  administering  it 
within  the  States.  We  have  recognized 
along  with  that  the  right  and  the  duty  of 
the  State  to  participate  in  this  program 
financially.  We  believe  that  with  these 
rights  and  obligations,  this  is  a  good  pro¬ 
gram  and  should  be  enacted.  The  com¬ 
mittee  supports  the  food  stamp  program 
but  feels  it  should  be  limited  by  the  two 
committee  amendments.  We  want  a  bill 
and  we  believe  we  can  get  a  bill  with 
these  amendments.  We  believe  that  with¬ 
out  such  amendments  it  will  be  impos¬ 
sible  to  get  a  bill.  Possibly  the  real  ques¬ 
tion  is  whether  we  want  to  get  a  bill  or 
make  a  record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Washington  [Mrs.  May], 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  enactment 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  repre¬ 
sented  a  major  policy  change  or  shift 
with  regard  to  Government  food  distribu¬ 
tion.  It  was  designed  to  supplant  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  direct  distribution  which  was 
confined  to  surplus  food. 

The  food  stamp  program  was  initiated 
as  an  attempt  to  provide  low-income 
families  with  a  better  balanced  and  more 
nutritious  diet  than  they  could  otherwise 
expect  to  enjoy. 

Under  this  program  eligible  families 
exchanged  the  amount  of  money  they 
would  normally  spend  for  food  for  an 
allotment  of  food  coupons  worth  more. 
They  then  used  the  coupons  as  they 
would  use  cash  to  purchase  more  and 
better  food  at  the  local  grocery  stores. 

The  average  American  family  today 
spends  less  than  20  percent  of  its  income 
for  food,  but  low-income  families  usually 
spend  much  more.  Some  of  them  spend 
more  than  half  of  their  income  just  for 
food,  and  even  then  they  often  cannot 
afford  the  type  of  nourishing  food  which 
they  need  for  good  health. 

These  low-income  families  could  use 
more  fruits,  vegetables  and  livestock 
products. 

So  in  reality  the  food  stamp  program 
serves  a  dual  purpose.  It  provides  nour¬ 
ishing  and  healthful  food  for  those  who 
need  it,  and  it  helps  farmers  by  increas¬ 
ing  the  consumption  of  meat,  milk,  eggs, 
fresh  fruits,  vegetables,  and  grains. 

We  are  today  debating  the  bill  H.R. 
1318,  a  proposal  to  extend  the  food  stamp 


program.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the 
bill.  The  testimony  I  heard  during  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  hear¬ 
ings  has  convinced  me  that  with  proper 
administration  the  food  stamp  program 
can  do  the  job  for  which  Congress  origi¬ 
nally  created  it. 

I  will  be  the  first  to  tell  you  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  by  no  means  perfect,  and  many 
of  us  have  had  our  doubts  and  our  reser¬ 
vations  about  it.  I  did  not  support  this 
program  when  it  originally  passed  the 
Congress,  but  I  believe  it  is  a  more  effec¬ 
tive  program  than  the  waste  involved  in 
the  direct  distribution  program,  and  it 
appears  that  many  of  the  problems  which 
have  confronted  us  in  the  past  are  now 
being  satisfactorily  worked  out. 

The  amendments  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  to  the  bill,  H.R. 
1318,  would  do  these  things.  First  the  ap¬ 
propriation  authority  would  be  extended 
for  1  more  year  through  June  30,  1968. 
As  originally  proposed,  the  bill  would 
have  provided  appropriation  authority 
for  years  beyond,  in  effect,  permanently 
extending  the  program.  We  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  feel  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  Congress  goes  beyond  the  role 
of  simply  providing  money  for  this  pro¬ 
gram.  We  feel  the  objectives  and  the  op¬ 
erations  of  the  food  stamp  program 
should  be  thoroughly  reviewed  on  a  pe¬ 
riodic  basis.  This  amendment  is  intended 
to  accomplish  that  purpose. 

By  the  second  amendment  we  provide 
a  ceiling  of  $195  million  to  be  placed  on 
the  amount  of  funds  that  can  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  program  during  the 
fiscal  year  1968. 

As  originally  proposed,  the  bill — H.R. 
1318 — would  have  removed  any  legisla¬ 
tive  ceiling  on  annual  appropriations  for 
its  operation.  One  of  my  reservations 
about  the  program  in  the  past  has  been 
in  regard  to  its  expansion. 

This  is  why  I  favor  our  committee’s 
action  in  providing  that  the  food  stamp 
program  may  expand  in  an  orderly  fash¬ 
ion  within  the  limits  set  by  the  Congress. 

Finally,  our  third  amendment,  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  1969,  would  provide  that 
each  participating  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof  would  be  required  to  pay 
20  percent  of  the  bonus  value  of  the  food 
stamps  issued  to  eligible  households. 

The  amendment  providing  for  State 
participation,  in  my  opinion,  is  certainly 
a  sound  one,  and  the  formula  arrived  at 
by  our  committee  appears  to  me  to  be 
both  reasonable  and  realistic.  It  is  de¬ 
signed  to  strengthen  State  and  local  par¬ 
ticipation  and  responsibility  in  the  food 
stamp  program. 

Although  it  was  felt  that  the  State¬ 
sharing  principle  should  be  incorporated 
in  the  program  as  soon  as  possible,  the 
committee  recognizes  that  State  legisla¬ 
tures,  particularly  those  which  meet  bi- 
annually,  need  time  to  appropriate  suf¬ 
ficient  funds  to  keep  the  program  in  op¬ 
eration. 

Now  there  are  a  number  of  valid  and 
substantive  reasons  to  recommend  the 
incorporation  of  the  State-sharing  prin¬ 
ciple  in  the  food  stamp  program. 

Let  me  point  out  first  that  all  Federal 
welfare  programs  now  in  effect  require 
State  or  local  sharing  of  some  portion  of 
the  cost,  and  most  of  the  programs  re¬ 
quire  a  far  higher  ratio  of  sharing  than  is 
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contemplated  by  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  to  H.R.  1318. 

To  those  of  us  who  have  become  con¬ 
cerned  in  recent  years  over  the  growing 
trend  toward  the  centralization  of  power 
in  Washington,  it  seems  appropriate  that 
efforts  to  maintain  a  balance  between 
Federal  authority  and  local  responsibil¬ 
ity  should  be  made  wherever  possible.  I 
view  the  State-sharing  principle  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  bill  before  us  as  a  move  in 
that  direction. 

The  principal  argument  against  the 
20-percent  State  cost-sharing  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  that  the  financial  re¬ 
sources  of  the  States  are  so  limited  that 
they  will  be  unable  to  meet  the  20-per¬ 
cent  matching  requirement. 

The  committee  has  pointed  out,  how¬ 
ever,  that  just  as  the  States  now  tax 
their  citizens  to  raise  funds  to  match  the 
Federal  highway  program,  the  aid  to 
dependent  children  program,  and  a  host 
of  other  Federal-State  programs  they  can 
likewise  be  expected  to  meet  a  modest 
share  of  the  cost  of  this  program. 

The  States  have  at  their  disposal 
nearly  every  means  of  raising  revenue 
that  is  possessed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  More  important,  the  committee 
feels.  State  and  local  cost  sharing  will 
will  bring  greater  local  responsibility  and 
control  into  the  operation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion  I  want  to 
reiterate  my  support  for  the  extension  of 
the  food  stamp  program  as  embodied  in 
the  bill,  H.R.  1318.  I  support  its  passage 
wholeheartedly  with  the  committee 
amendment  included. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  have  seen  several 
bills  introduced  particularly  by  Members 
on  your  side  of  the  aisle  seeking  shared 
revenue  by  the  Federal  Government,  and 
I  have  been  under  the  impression  that 
the  reason  you  folks  sought  the  Federal 
Government  to  share  its  revenues  was  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  the  States  had  in¬ 
adequate  sums  of  money  with  which  they 
could  get  along. 

I  have  seen  bills  introduced  by  dozens 
of  Republicans  in  the  House  with  that  in 
mind.  In  view  of  that  fact,  and  in  view 
of  the  cry  that  the  States  do  not  have 
sufficient  revenue  with  which  to  carry  out 
their  governments’  purposes,  do  you  not 
believe  that  requiring  the  States  to  con¬ 
tribute  20  percent  to  this  food  stamp 
plan,  if  it  is  enacted,  would  work  a  fur¬ 
ther  hardship  on  the  State  governments 
insofar  as  their  finances  are  concerned? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  might  say  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  assumes  too  much,-  at  least  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  as  to  why  several 
Federal-State  sharing  bills  have  been  in¬ 
troduced  by  my  colleagues  on  my  side  of 
the  aisle.  The  lack  of  revenue  at  the 
State  level  is  far  from  the  only  reason. 
I  might  point  to  the  recent  education 
bill  amendment  as  proposed  by  Congress¬ 
man  Quie.  Here  is  where  we  are  attempt¬ 
ing  to  do  far  more  for  the  States  than 
sharing  revenue.  We  are  attempting  to 
give  them  some  flexibility  and  responsi¬ 
bility  in  the  administration  of  their  pro¬ 
grams.  I  think  the  same  principle  would 
apply  to  our  cost-sharing  principle  in 


relation  to  the  food  stamp  bill,  and  I 
think  that  is  the  important  factor. 

After  all,  under  this  bill  we  are  putting 
up  80  percent  of  Federal  revenues  to  help 
the  States  with  their  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  author  of  this  bill,  an  orig¬ 
inal  advocate  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan], 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  for  his  courtesy 
and  for  his  assistance  in  getting  this  bill 
to  the  floor.  I  appreciate  what  he  has 
done.  I  also  appreciate  the  remarks  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Washington  and  her 
support  for  this  program,  although  she 
opposed  it  3  years  ago.  I  do  not  agree 
with  her  argument,  however,  for  State 
sharing  of  the  cost  of  the  coupons. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  author  of  the 
bill  now  before  the  House,  and  as  the 
sponsor  of  the  1964  act  which  this  bill 
would  amend,  I  want  to  begin  my  state¬ 
ment  today  by  saying  that  all  of  the 
hopes  and  expectations  which  we  had  for 
the  food  stamp  program  3  years  ago, 
when  it  was  so  bitterly  fought  out  here 
on  the  House  floor,  have  been  realized 
in  the  successful  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  might  add  that  the  very  same  at¬ 
tacks  which  were  made  on  the  legisla¬ 
tion  3  years  ago  by  all  of  the  minority 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  are  once  again  being  made  by  most 
of  the  minority  in  virtually  the  identical 
language.  This  leads  one  to  wonder 
whether  the  minority  members  who  so 
strongly  opposed  the  program  in  1964, 
and  who  are  so  strongly  opposing  it  this 
year,  have  taken  the  trouble  to  find  out 
how  the  program  operates.  It  was  a  great 
disappointment  to  me  to  discover  that 
nearly  half  of  all  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  which 
handles  this  legislation  do  not  have  the 
food  stamp  program  operating  in  their 
own  congressional  districts. 

The  views  in  the  minority  report, 
therefore,  can  be  said  to  represent  the 
feelings  largely  of  a  segment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  which  does  not 
have  the  program  operating  and  does 
not  want  the  rest  of  us  to  have  it 
either — even  though  our  people  find  it 
the  most  effective  and  the  most  dignified 
and  the  most  humane  and  intelligent 
manner  in  which  to  aid  low-income 
families  in  this  great  country  to  enjoy 
an  American  style  of  living  at  the  dinner 
table. 

A  LAW  TO  OUTLAW  HUNGER  IN  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

Thirteen  years  ago  when  I  introduced 
my  first  food  stamp  bill,  I  described  it  as 
a  measure  to  “outlaw  hunger  in  the 
United  States.”  It  took  10  long  years  to 
enact  the  legislation  under  which  the 
food  stamp  program  is  now  operating  in 
41  States,  and  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia.  It  will  soon  be  starting  in  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  also.  We  are  no  longer  talking 
theory  about  how  a  food  stamp  program 
might  operate  if  enacted  into  law;  it  is 
a  going  program  which,  by  the  end  of  this 
fiscal  year,  a  month  and  a  half  from  now, 
will  have  about  two  million  Americans 
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participating,  paying  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  their  own  limited  incomes  for 
food  in  order  to  obtain  the  food  stamp 
coupons  which  enable  them  to  purchase  a 
good,  well-rounded,  nutritious  diet. 

A  dozen  years  ago,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  at  that  time,  Mr.  Ezra  Taft 
Benson,  sent  to  the  Congress  a  document 
which  purported  to  be  a  report  on  the 
advisability  of  establishing  a  food  stamp 
program.  The  Ezra  Taft  Benson  report 
said  that  such  a  program  would  accom¬ 
plish  no  good  whatsoever;  that  it  would 
cost  the  American  taxpayers  from  $600 
million  to  $2,500  million  a  year,  and  so 
on.  It  was  one  of  the  most  fanciful  and 
imaginative  documents  Secretary  Benson 
ever  sent  to  the  Congress,  and  bore  little 
or  no  relationship  to  the  facts  as  they 
have  developed  under  the  food  stamp 
program  which  we  have  had  in  effect 
under  the  act  of  1964,  or  to  the  pilot  pro¬ 
grams  which  were  initiated  at  my  re¬ 
quest  by  President  Kennedy  in  the  first 
months  of  his  first  year  in  office,  in  1961. 

Interestingly  enough,  however,  the 
minority  report  on  H.R.  1318  devotes 
many  pages  to  paragraphs  and  sections 
lifted  right  out  of  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  Ezra  Taft  Benson’s  1957  report  to 
the  Congress,  including  Mr.  Benson’s 
incredible  figures  on  the  probable  cost 
of  the  program. 

THE  EZRA  BENSON  CASE  AGAINST  FOOD  STAMPS 

The  bill  before  us  today  would  continue 
a  program  which  up  to  now  has  not  cost 
as  much  as  $125  million  a  year.  By  the 
end  of  this  fiscal  year  next  month,  we 
will  be  spending  at  the  rate  of  $160  mil¬ 
lion.  An  amendment  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  to  H.R.  1318  would 
establish  an  authorization  ceiling  for  the 
1968  fiscal  year  of  $195  million.  This  is 
the  amount  of  the  President’s  budget 
recommendation  for  fiscal  1968.  And  of 
course,  no  money  can  be  spent  on  this 
program — not  a  penny — until  Congress 
actually  appropriates  it.  So  let  us  not  be 
frightened  by  Mr.  Benson’s  10-year-old 
alarm  that  a  food  stamp  program  would 
cost  the  American  people  a  minimum  of 
$600  million  a  year,  and  a  potential  $2,500 
million  a  year.  I  know  exactly  how  Mr. 
Benson  arrived  at  his  fantastic  figures  10 
years  ago,  and  his  method  was  about  as 
scientific  as  many  of  his  other  recom¬ 
mendations  on  agriculture. 

I  do  not  want  to  devote  my  limited 
time  this  afternoon  to  a  debate  in  ab¬ 
sentia  with  the  former  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  who  was  never  noted,  while 
in  that  office,  for  his  concern  over  low- 
income  Americans.  Under  his  regime  we 
sent  many  billions  of  dollars  worth  of 
food  overseas — and  the  Congress  sup¬ 
ported  that — but  very  little  was  done  in 
helping  our  own  needy  here  in  the  United 
States  to  eat  properly.  Mr.  Benson  is  no 
longer  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  his 
policies  have  long  since  been  repudiated, 
even  by  his  own  party.  Thus  it  is  a  source 
of  unhappiness  to  me  that  the  minority 
members  on  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  are  still  quoting  him,  although  with¬ 
out  identification,  as  their  expert  on  this 
program  which  he  so  bitterly  opposed. 

THREE  CHOICES  BEFORE  CONGRESS 

In  the  consideration  of  this  measure, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  will  have  three 
choices: 
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First,  to  continue  the  program  without 
interruption  and  permit  it  to  expand  so 
that  the  nine  States  not  now  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  many  additional  counties,  can 
enter  it.  This  would  be  accomplished  by 
the  passage  of  H.R.  1318  as  introduced — 
defeating  the  committee  amendments. 

Second,  to  kill  the  program  outright, 
as  proposed  by  the  majority  of  the  mi¬ 
nority  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
who,  after  voting  to  add  the  amendments 
that  would  cripple  the  program,  then 
voted  against  the  bill  as  amended.  They 
recommend  that  the  people  who  need 
additional  food  in  order  to  obtain  a  mini¬ 
mum  adequate  diet  should  get  in  line 
once  a  month  at  a  municipal  warehouse 
and  be  handed  some  cornmeal  and  flour 
and  lard  and  powdered  milk  and  a  few 
other  such  “goodies.” 

Third,  to  continue  the  program,  but 
under  such  legislative  and  budgetary 
handicaps  that  my  State,  I  am  sure,  and 
the  States  of  most  of  the  other  Members 
of  the  House  who  have  food  stamp  proj¬ 
ects  in  their  districts  would  not  or  could 
not  participate  if  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  cost  sharing  is  enacted. 

Those  are  the  three  choices. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  House  will 
help  me  to  make  this  program  more 
effective  in  meeting  the  nutritional  needs 
of  our  low-income  families  eligible  to 
participate,  not  cripple  it  or  kill  it  as 
the  committee  amendments  would  do. 

Just  remember,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  people  who  participate  in  the  food 
stamp  program  are  not  receiving  free 
handouts  of  anything.  They  must  spend 
their  own  money — at  least  as  much  as, 
and  often  more  than,  they  would  nor¬ 
mally  spend  out  of  their  total  income  for 
food — in  order  to  purchase  the  food 
stamps.  They  are  checked  at  least  every 
3  months  to  make  sure  the  family  income 
or  family  size  has  not  changed,  which 
would  entail  adjustments  in  monthly 
food  stamp  purchase  requirements. 

PRIMARILY  A  FOOD  UTILIZATION  PROGRAM 

They  must  participate  in  the  program 
regularly;  they  cannot  drop  out  one 
month  and  come  in  the  next,  unless  it  is 
because  of  changes  in  income  or  eligibil¬ 
ity.  In  other  words,  they  can’t  use  their 
food  money  for  food  one  month  and  for 
other  things  the  next.  Their  food  money 
each  month  must  all  be  spent  for  the 
food  stamps.  This  is  a  real  sacrifice  for 
many  low-income  families.  If  this  pro¬ 
gram  did  not  have  so  many  other  attrac¬ 
tive  features  to  compensate,  most  of 
them,  I  am  sure,  would  reduce  their  food 


purchases  when  they  wanted  to  buy 
something  else.  In  this  program,  they  do 
not  have  that  choice. 

That  is  what  makes  it  primarily  a  food 
utilization  program  rather  than  a  wel¬ 
fare  program.  This  whole  idea  grew  out 
of  the  existence  of  tremendous  agricul¬ 
tural  abundance — huge  surpluses.  We  do 
not  have  such  surpluses  now,  but  we  still 
have  many  people  who  cannot  afford  to 
eat  properly,  and  we  also  have  the  ca¬ 
pacity  to  produce  far  more  than  all  the 
food  all  Americans  could  eat. 

This  program  thus  makes  possible  the 
intelligent  utilization  by  Americans  of 
some  of  our  food  abundance. 

It  substantially  increases  the  total  vol¬ 
ume  of  food  sold  in  this  country  by  at 
least  the  amount  of  the  Federal  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  program,  and  also  by  the 
additional  amounts  the  participants 
spend  of  their  own  money  in  order  to  buy 
food  stamps. 

No  grocery  store  products  other  than 
food  can  be  purchased  with  the  stamps. 
All  of  the  increased  purchasing  power 
made  possible  through  food  stamps  goes 
directly  to  the  removal  from  the  market 
of  things  American  farmers  produce. 
The  only  exceptions  are  tea,  coffee,  and 
bananas — and  since  two-thirds  of  the 
value  of  the  food  coupons  represent  the 
participants’  own  money,  they  should 
certainly  be  permitted  to  buy  these  par¬ 
ticular  items.  But  any  foods  identified  on 
the  label  as  being  imported  cannot  be 
purchased  with  food  stamps. 

STATES  ALREADY  HAVE  SUBSTANTIAL  COSTS 
UNDER  PROGRAM 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  adopted 
two  amendments  to  H.R.  1318.  One 
amendment  would  limit  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  appropriations  to  the  1968  fiscal 
year  only.  If  that  amendment  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress,  it  will  mean  that 
next  year  we  will  have  to  pass  an  author¬ 
ization  bill  once  again  before  the  appro¬ 
priation  can  be  included  in  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  budget.  I  am  not 
against  annual  review  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  of  any  program  it  author¬ 
izes;  I  do  feel,  however,  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  all  of  the  -  authority  it  needs 
to  engage  in  such  oversight  activities 
without  making  such  a  review  manda¬ 
tory  as  the  price  of  continuing  the  food 
stamp  program.  So  I  shall  oppose  that 
amendment. 

The  other  amendment  is  much  more 
serious.  It  would  require  the  States  be¬ 
ginning  2  years  from  now  to  pay  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons  is¬ 


sued  to  participants.  We  do  not  know 
what  the  size  of  the  program  will  be  in  2 
years,  but  at  the  level  of  operations  pro¬ 
posed  for  next  year,  the  cost  to  the  States 
of  this  20  percent  sharing  requirement 
would  be  about  $40  million.  Two  years 
from  now  it  would  probably  be  more,  as 
more  States  and  many  more  counties 
come  into  the  program.  The  States,  in 
most  cases,  cannot  fund  such  additional 
costs  for  this  program,  since  they  already 
carry  a  substantial  share  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  costs  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  including  the  certification  of 
eligibles  by  their  welfare  personnel,  the 
sale  and  handling  of  the  stamps — which 
are  exactly  the  same  as  money — and 
similar  costs. 

From  the  information  we  have  received 
from  States  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  we  know  that  many,  if  not  most, 
of  them  would  have  to  go  back  to  the 
direct  surplus  distribution  program  and 
give  up  the  food  stamp  program  if  this 
amendment  passes.  Three  years  ago,  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  called  for  50- 
percent  sharing  by  the  States.  We  de¬ 
feated  that  on  the  floor,  just  as  we  must 
defeat  this  year’s  20-percent  sharing 
amendment  which,  I  am  afraid,  is  based 
more  on  a  desire  to  kill  the  program  than 
to  improve  it.  This  is  indicated  by  the 
fact  that  most  of  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  who  voted  in 
favor  of  the  20-percent  sharing  amend¬ 
ment  then  voted  against  the  bill,  even 
after  this  amendment  was  adopted. 

MANY  FAMILIES  EATING  WELL  FOR  FIRST  TIME 

Who  are  the  people  who  participate, 
and  who  benefit  from  this  program? 
They  are  not  all  on  welfare,  by  any 
means.  Many  are  older  couples  on  social 
security;  others  are  the  so-called  work¬ 
ing  poor — large  families  where,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  hard  the  father  might  work,  it 
is  impossible  for  him  to  afford  a  good 
diet  for  all  of  the  kids,  with  all  of  the 
other  expenses  a  very  large  family  might 
have. 

I  am  placing  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  the  maximum  income  levels  in  the 
various  States  for  participation  in  the 
food  stamp  program,  based  on  family 
size.  There  is  some  variation  between  the 
States.  One  column  of  this  table  lists  the 
maximum  liquid  assets  which  a  family 
may  have  and  still  participate  in  the 
program.  This  does  not  include  equity  in 
a  home  but  does  include  cash,  bank  de¬ 
posits,  savings  and  loan  shares,  stocks, 
and  so  forth. 

The  table  referred  to  is  as  follows: 


Food  stamp  program — Eligibility  standards  for  nonassistance  households 


[Standards  in  State  plans  approved  under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964] 1 


State 

Monthly  allowable  income  by  household  size 

Additional  for  each  person 

Resources— Allowable  liquid  assets  * 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

$125 

100 

$185 

120 

$250 

145 

$315 

175 

$370 

205 

$430 

235 

$475 

$520 

$565 

$610 

$45 . . . 

Same  as  for  public  assistance. 

4  times  monthly  scale. 

1— $200;  2~or  more — $400.2 

265 

295 

325 

350 

$30 _ _ 

86 

170 

180 

190 

200 

210 

220 

235 

250 

265 

$16  to  maximum  of  $325 _ 

160 

190 

225 

283 

335 

393 

438 

483 

521 

665 

$40 _ _ _ 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more — $1,500. 

1, 2. 3— $1,000;  add  $250  each  to  maximum  of  $2,000.* 
1— $1,000;  2  or  more — $1,500. 

Do. 

100 

150 

185 

220 

255 

290 

325 

360 

395 

420 

None _ _ 

140 

185 

235 

280 

335 

365 

395 

420 

445 

470 

$25 _ _ 

District  of  Columbia  *— 

107 

153 

198 

226 

254 

283 

311 

339 

367 

396 

$25 _ _ - 

80 

130 

175 

195 

226 

245 

260 

275 

290 

300 

$30  to  maximum  of  $330 _ 

1 — $800;  2  or  more — $1,600. 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more— $1,500. 

Hawaii 4 _ 

120 

180 

210 

250 

285 

325 

370 

416 

465 

495 

11— $635;  12— $575;  13— 

$615;  14— $655;  15— $695. 
(Each  additional,  plus 
$40.) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Food,  stamp  program — Eligibility  standards  for  nonassistance  households — Continued 

[Standards  In  State  plans  approved  under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964] 1 


State 

Monthly  allowable  Income  by  household  size 

Additional  for  each  person 

Resources— Allowable  liquid  assets  1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

$139 

$182 

$212 

$259 

$299 

$437 

$375 

$414 

$451 

$490 

$25 . 

1— $400;  2  or  more— $600. 

3  times  monthly  scale. 

1— $750;  2— $900;  3— $1,000;  4— $1,100; 

5 — $1,200;  6— $1,300;  7— $1,400;  8— $1,500;  9, 10,  and 
over— $1,550. 

1 — $750  ;  2  or  more — $1,250.* 

4  times  monthly  scale. 

1 — $500;  2  or  more — $1,000.* 

1— $1,000;  2  or  more— $1,200. 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more— $1,500. 

1 — $750  ;  2  to  5 — $1,000;  6  and  over — add  $100  each. 
1— $750;  2  or  more— $1 ,000. 

1 — $500;  2  or  more — $800. 

1— $750;  2— $1,000;  3— $1,250;  4  or  more— $1,500. 

1 — $1,000  ;  2  or  more — $1,500. 

1 — $750;  2  or  more — $1 ,500. 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more — $1,500. 

Cash:  1 — $100;  2  or  more — $150.* 

126 

160 

190 

220 

250 

280 

310 

340 

370 

400 

$25 _ 

130 

200 

250 

295 

330 

370 

405 

455 

490 

640 

$35 . . . . 

09 

90 

(•) 

125 

(«> 

145 

(•) 

165 

(•) 

190 

(•) 

210 

(*) 

220 

(*) 

230 

(«) 

240 

O 

250 

$10 _ 

90 

105 

125 

150 

175 

190 

210 

230 

250 

275 

$20 . . 

130 

161 

191 

217 

239 

260 

282 

304 

316 

321 

11— $325;  $5 _ _ 

90 

125 

150 

175 

210 

230 

250 

270 

290 

310 

$20 _ _ _ 

126 

185 

225 

265 

295 

330 

365 

400 

435 

470 

$35 _ 

135 

205 

250 

290 

335 

370 

390 

425 

460 

495 

$30 _ _ _ 

90 

130 

155 

180 

210 

230 

250 

270 

290 

310 

$15 _ 

140 

190 

230 

270 

310 

350 

390 

430 

470 

510 

$40 _ 

125 

183 

212 

253 

290 

318 

353 

388 

413 

438 

$25 _ _ _ 

120 

180 

230 

270 

305 

335 

360 

385 

410 

435 

$25 _ _ _ 

150 

200 

250 

290 

330 

360 

390 

430 

460 

500 

$40 _ 

110 

150 

170 

190 

210 

230 

250 

270 

290 

310 

$20 _  _ _ 

150 

210 

290 

325 

365 

405 

445 

485 

525 

565 

$40 _ 

85 

110 

125 

140 

155 

170 

185 

195 

205 

215 

$5  to  maximum  of  $240  _ 

1— $500;  2— $700;  add  $50  each  to  maximum  of  $800. 
$1 ,000  per  household. 

$500  per  household. 

1  adult — $500;  2  or  more — $1 ,000. 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more— $1,500. 

140 

185 

260 

295 

330 

365 

385 

415 

440 

460 

$25 _ 

110 

180 

220 

260 

290 

320 

355 

385 

415 

445 

$30 _ _ _ 

128 

193 

221 

258 

2 88 

328 

357 

386 

411 

426 

$25 _ 

110 

110 

170 

150 

205 

245 

280 

315 

350 

390 

425 

460 

$30__  _ 

180 

215 

255 

290 

320 

345 

370 

395 

$25.. . . . 

70 

90 

105 

115 

125 

135 

145 

155 

165 

175 

$5  to  maximum  of  $185 _ 

4  times  monthly  scale. 

95 

130 

165 

200 

240 

275 

315 

350 

385 

420 

None... . . . 

1 — $500;  2  or  more — $1,000. 

1— $300;  2— $450;  add  $50  per  person  to  maximum 
of  $600.* 

1— $400;  2  or  more— $800.* 

100 

104 

150 

170 

190 

210 

230 

250 

270 

290 

310 

$15 _ 

Utah . . . 

154 

184 

205, 

235 

255 

284 

298 

316 

329 

11— $343;  12— $357;  13— 

122 

180 

209 

238 

275 

309 

345 

374 

407 

439 

$370;  14— $384  plus  $13. 

$30 _ _ _ 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more — $1,500. 

1— $500;  2— $600;  3  or  more— add  $50  each  to  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $1,000.* 

1— $336;  2— $572;  3— $012;  4— $462;  5— $671  6— $697; 

90 

115 

135 

150 

165 

180 

195 

210 

225 

240 

$5 _ 

130 

172 

212 

242 

271 

297 

329 

360 

390 

420 

$30 _ 

80 

116 

135 

155 

170 

185 

200 

200 

200 

200 

None  _ 

7— $729;  8— $760;  over  8— add  $30  each. 

1 — $1,000;  2  or  more — $1,500. 

1— $500;  2— $750;  add  $100  each  additional. 

115 

170 

205 

240 

270 

320 

350 

380 

410 

440 

$30 _ 

Wyoming _ 

130 

180 

225 

280 

310 

340 

370 

415 

460 

500 

Nono  _ 

$1,000  per  household.* 

1  This  table  lists  standards  in  State  plans  approved  as  of  July  15,  1966.  As  additional  *  For  households  containing  both  public  assistance  recipients  and  nonrecipients,  eligi- 
plans  are  approved,  supplements  will  be  issued.  bility  is  based  on  the  income  and  resources  of  the  nonassistance  members  only.  Other 

s  The  States  indicated  also  have  limitations  on  other  resources  such  as  real  estate,  States  base  eligibility  on  the  total  income  and  resources  of  all  members, 
automobiles,  etc.  5  Applied  to  both  public  assistance  and  nonpublic  assistance  households. 

3  Rent  up  to  maximum  of  $75  is  also  allowed.  6  Household  eligible  if  a  budget  deficit  exists. 


These  are  people  who  are  now  eating 
well — properly — many  for  the  first  time 
in  their  lives.  Letters  to  me  from  people 
in  my  district  who  participate  are  in¬ 
spiring  to  read.  They  are  grateful  for 
the  help,  and  they  are,  moreover,  under¬ 
standing  of  the  costs  of  the  program  and 
willing  to  pay  their  own  share,  as  they 
have  been  doing.  They  make  me  very 
proud  of  my  association  with  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  vote  on  this 
legislation  later  this  week,  I  hope  the 
Members  will  carefully  balance  the  old 
Benson  program  for  food  handouts  with 
the  Freeman  program  for  food  stamps — 
weigh  them  critically  and  objectively. 
In  many  counties  the  Benson  handout 
program  still  operates;  in  nearly  1,000 
areas  of  the  country,  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  is  now  or  soon  will  be  operating. 
Those  Members  who  have  had  both  pro¬ 
grams  operating  in  their  district  can 
attest  to  the  fact  that  the  one  is  loosely 
administered  and  often  full  of  cheating 
and  the  other  is  strictly  administered 
and  enforced,  with  few,  if  any,  violations. 


The  two  programs  cost  essentially 
about  the  samp  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  counties  have  a  choice  be¬ 
tween  the  two.  More  and  more  counties 
have  requested  the  food  stamp  program, 
for  the  reasons  I  have  cited.  Let  us  not 
push  them  back  into  the  kind  of  handout 
program  they  found  so  inadequate  and 
ineffective  in  combating  undernourish¬ 
ment  among  their  poor. 

CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICTS  WHICH  NOW  HAVE 
FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  important 
for  the  Members  to  know  which  of  the 
counties  in  their  congressional  districts 
are  participating  in  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  and  what  it  means  to  the  people 
in  those  counties  in  terms  of  additional 
food.  On  March  14,  at  pages  A1279 
through  A1285,  I  included  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix  of  the  Congressional  Record  a 
listing  by  congressional  districts,  show¬ 
ing  the  counties  which  are  now  in  the 
program,  or  which  are  scheduled  to  enter 
it  before  July  1  of  this  year,  and  also 
those  which  have  requested  the  program 
and  which  will  be  included  in  the  next 


fiscal  year  if  sufficient  funds  are  ap¬ 
propriated  and  if  there  are  no  crippling 
amendments  adopted  by  the  Congress. 

In  the  printed  hearings  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  on  H.R.  1318,  there 
is  another  list,  beginning  on  page  14, 
the  participation  in  each  of  the  counties 
now  in  the  program — this  one  showing 
the  number  of  people  receiving  stamps 
in  each  county,  and  the  value  of  the 
coupons,  for  the  month  of  January  1967.. 
I  urge  the  Members  to  study  that  tabu¬ 
lation. 

HOW  MUCH  THE  STAMPS  COST  THE  INDIVIDUAL 
FAMILY 

The  hearings  do  not  show  in  any 
quickly  understandable  form  how  much 
the  individual  family  pays  for  its  food 
stamps  each  month  and  what  it  receives 
in  return.  I  think  it  is  very  important 
that  the  Members  have  an  understanding 
of  the  requirements.  It  depends  on  the 
family  size  and  the  family  income,  but 
here  are  some  typical  figures  for  a  group 
of  families  of  different  sizes  in  St.  Louis. 
First,  a  four-person  household: 


Missouri  food  stamp  program — Net  income  basis  of  coupon  issuance 

4-PERSON  HOUSEHOLD 


Monthly  net  income 

Monthly 

Semimonthly 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

0  to  $19.99 _ 

$8 

$44 

$52 

$4 

$22 

$26 

$20  to  $29.99  _ 

10 

42 

62 

6 

21 

26 

$30  to  $39.99 . 

14 

42 

66 

7 

21 

28 

$40  to  $49.99. . 

20 

40 

60 

10 

20 

30 

$50  to  $59.99...  . 

24 

40 

64 

12 

20 

32 

$60  to  $09.99 _ 

28 

38 

66 

14 

19 

33 

$70  to  $79.99 . . 

32 

38 

70 

16 

19 

35 

$80  to  $89.99. . 

36 

36 

72 

18 

18 

36 

$90  to  $99.99.. . 

40 

36 

76 

20 

18 

38 

Monthly  net  income 

Monthly 

Semimonthly 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

$100  to  $109.99.. . 

$44 

$34 

$78 

$22 

$17 

$39 

$110  to  $119.99 _ 

48 

34 

82 

24 

17 

41 

$120  to  $139.99.. . 

62 

32 

84 

26 

16 

42 

$140  to  $159.99 _ 

56 

30 

86 

28 

15 

43 

$160  to  $179.99 _ 

60 

28 

88 

30 

14 

44 

$180  to  $199.99 _ 

64 

26 

90 

32 

13 

45 

$200  to  $219.99 _ 

68 

24 

92 

34 

12 

46 

$220  to  $239.99 _ 

72 

24 

96 

36 

12 

48 

$240  to  $269.99 _ 

76 

24 

100 

38 

12 

60 
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For  a  single  individual,  or  a  two-person  household  the  purchase  requirements  are  as  listed  in  the  following  table: 

Missouri  food  stamp  program — Net  income  basis  of  coupon  issuance 
l-PERSON  HOUSEHOLD 


Monthly  not  Income 

Monthly 

Semimonthly 

Monthly  net  Income 

Monthly 

Semimonthly 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

0  to  $19.99 . 

$4 

$10 

$14 

$2 

$5 

$7 

$50  to  $59.99 _ 

$14 

$8 

$22 

$7 

$4 

$11 

$20  to  $29.99 . . 

8 

8 

16 

4 

4 

8 

$60  to  $79.99  . 

16 

6 

22 

8 

3 

11 

$30  to  $39.99 

10 

8 

18 

6 

4 

9 

$80  to  $99.99.  __ 

18 

6 

24 

9 

3 

12 

$40  to  $49.99 . . 

12 

8 

20 

6 

4 

10 

$100  and  over... . 

20 

6 

26 

10 

3 

13 

2-PERSON  HOUSEHOLD 


0  to  $19.99  _  . . 

$4 

$20 

$24 

$2 

$10 

$12 

$70  to  $79.99 . . 

$24 

$16 

$40 

$12 

$8 

$20  to  $29.99  _  _ . 

8 

20 

28 

4 

10 

14 

$80  to  $99.99 _ 

28 

16 

44 

14 

8 

$30  to  $39.99 _ 

12 

18 

30 

6 

9 

15 

$100  to  $119.99 _ 

32 

16 

48 

16 

8 

$40  to  $49.99 

16 

18 

34 

8 

9 

17 

$120  to  $139.99 _ 

36 

14 

50 

18 

7 

$50  to  $59.99 

18 

18 

36 

9 

9 

18 

$140  and  over _ 

40 

12 

52 

20 

6 

$60  to  $69.99 . . 

20 

18 

38 

10 

9 

10 

And  for  a  family  of  seven,  this  is  the  table  which  is  used: 

Missouri  food  stamp  program — Net  income  basis  of  coupon  issuance 
7-PERSON  HOUSEHOLD 


Monthly  net  income 

Monthly 

Semimonthly 

Monthly  net  income 

Monthly 

Semimonthly 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

Purchase 

Bonus 

Total 

0  to  $39  99 

$14 

$64 

$78 

$7 

$32 

$39 

$150  to  $159.99 . . 

$68 

$46 

$114 

$34 

$23 

$57 

$40  to  $49.99 

20 

62 

82 

10 

31 

41 

$160  to  $179.99 . . 

72 

46 

118 

36 

23 

59 

$50  to  $59.99 

24 

62 

86 

12 

31 

43 

$180  to  $199.99 . . 

76 

44 

120 

38 

22 

60 

$60  to  $69.99 

30 

60 

90 

15 

30 

45 

$200  to  $219.99 _ 

80 

42 

122 

40 

21 

61 

$70  to  $79  99 

34 

60 

94 

17 

30 

47 

$220  to  $239.99 _ 

84 

40 

124 

42 

20 

62 

$80  to  $89  99 

40 

58 

98 

20 

29 

49 

$240  to  $259.99 _ 

88 

38 

126 

44 

19 

63 

$90  to  $99.99 

44 

58 

102 

22 

29 

51 

$260  to  $279.99 _ 

92 

36 

128 

46 

18 

64 

$100  to  $109.99 

60 

56 

106 

25 

28 

53 

$280  to  $299.99 . . 

96 

36 

132 

48 

18 

66 

$110  to  $119  99 

54 

54 

108 

27 

27 

54 

$300  to  $319.99 . . 

100 

36 

136 

50 

18 

68 

$120  to  $129.99 

58 

52 

110 

29 

26 

55 

$320  to  $339.99 _ 

104 

36 

140 

52 

18 

70 

$130  to  $139  99 

62 

50 

112 

31 

25 

56 

$340  to  $359.99 . . 

108 

36 

144 

54 

18 

72 

$140  to  $149.99 . 

66 

48 

114 

33 

24 

57 

.  $360  to  $389.99 . 

112 

36 

148 

56 

18 

74 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

(Mr.  MATSUNAGA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  commend  and  congratulate  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sul¬ 
livan]  for  her  dedication  to  this  pro¬ 
gram,  which  undoubtedly  is  one  of  the 
best  operated  Federal  programs  of  all 
programs.  In  the  past  3  years  in  its  oper¬ 
ation  in  41  States,  including  my  home 
State  of  Hawaii,  it  has  been  one  of  the 
best  programs  ever  instituted  for  the 
needy.  I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  the 
gentlewoman  in  the  excellent  statement 
she  has  made.  I  will  join  her  in  an  effort 
to  defeat  the  committee  amendment  call¬ 
ing  for  State  contribution  of  20  percent 
of  the  cost  of  bonus  stamps. 

May  I  ask  the  gentlewoman  this  ques¬ 
tion:  Is  it  not  true  that  it  is  not  alto¬ 
gether  true  that  the  States  are  not  now 
contributing  to  the  cost  of  this  excellent 
program  because  many  of  the  partici¬ 
pants  in  this  program  are  receiving  wel¬ 
fare  money  which  comes  from  the  State? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  So  that  the  claim 


that  the  committee  amendment  Intends 
to  bring  in  the  States  as  cost- sharing 
participants  in  the  program  is  not  alto¬ 
gether  a  valid  one,  in  that  the  States, 
specially  in  the  case  of  States  like 
Hawaii  where  so  much  of  the  money  is 
now  being  contributed  to  welfare  par¬ 
ticipants  by  the  State,  are  already  ac¬ 
tually  sharing  in  the  cost.  To  require  the 
States  to  pay  an  additional  $40  million 
annually  would  surely  kill  this  program 
in  States  that  may  not  be  able  provide 
the  matching  funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentlewoman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Hawaii.  As  I  said  before,  the 
States  and  the  counties  which  are  partic¬ 
ipating  have  substantial  costs  already 
under  this  program.  They  are  responsible 
for  the  recertification  of  recipients  every 
3  months  through  their  welfare  case¬ 
workers:  they  are  responsible  for  the 
costs  of  distributing  the  food  coupons, 
which  are  the  same  as  money,  and  safe¬ 
guarding  their  storage.  All  of  these  costs 
come  to  about  7  percent  of  the  total 
expenditures  for  the  program. 

PROJECTED  1970  COSTS  TO  STATES  AND 
LOCALITIES 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  indicated  to 
those  Members  of  the  House  who  have 
the  food  stamp  program  operating  In 


their  congressional  districts  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  committee  amendment,  requir¬ 
ing  20  percent  sharing  by  the  States  of 
the  value  of  the  bonus  coupons,  would 
mean  to  their  States  and  counties  at  the 
estimated  level  of  participation  for  the 
1968  fiscal  year.  However,  since  this  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  would  not  become 
effective  until  July  1,  1969,  I  have  had  a 
projection  made  for  me  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  on  the  estimated 
participation  in  that  fiscal  year  and  the 
20-percent  cost  to  the  States  and  local¬ 
ities  under  the  committee  amendment. 

It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  this 
would  be  for  a  program  susbtantially 
larger  than  the  one  in  operation  right 
now,  covering  an  estimated  4,700,000 
needy  persons  in  1,800  counties  compared 
to  the  2,000,000  persons  in  875  counties 
in  the  program,  or  scheduled  to  be  in  the 
program,  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year 
next  month. 

The  table  I  am  submitting  lists  the 
program  in  operation  only  in  the  States 
which  have  requested  it  and  only  in  the 
areas  where  there  has  been  interest  ex¬ 
pressed  in  having  it  operate.  The  first 
column  of  figures  lists  the  probable  total 
value  of  the  bonus  coupons  to  be  issued 
under  the  program  if  it  is  permitted  to 
expand  as  contemplated;  the  remaining 
three  columns  show  the  States’  costs  un¬ 
der  the  matching  formula  called  for  in 
the  committee  amendment.  The  table  is 
as  follows: 
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States 

Projections  for  fiscal  year  1970 

States 

Projections  for  fiscal  year  1970 

Total  value 
of  bonus 
ooupons  1 

Cost  t< 

3  States  (or  localities) 

Total  value 
of  bonus 
coupons  1 

Cost  to  States  (or  localities) 

20  percent 
matching  of 
cost  of  bonus 
coupons  1 

Administra¬ 
tive  costs  2 

Total 

20  percent 
matching  of 
cost  of  bonus 
coupons  1 

Administra¬ 
tive  costs  1 

Total 

Alabama _ 

Alaska  _ 

Arizona _ 

$7,  000,000 
400,000 

$1,400,000 

80,000 

$490,000 

28,000 

$1,  890,  000 
108,000 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada  _  _ 

$3,  000,  000 

$600,000 

$210, 000 

$810,000 

Arkansas _ ... 

California _ _ 

Colorado  _ 

Connecticut _ _ 

Delaware _  _ 

14,  000,  000 
16,  000,  000 
4,  000,  000 
1,  600,  000 

2,  800,  000 
3,  200,  000 
800,000 
300,  000 

890,  000 
1, 120,  000 
280,000 
105,000 

3, 780,  000 

4,  320, 000 
1,080,000 
405,000 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York.  _ 

North  Carolina _ 

6,  000,000 
4,000,000 
22,  000,  000 
9,  500,  000 
500,000 
25,  000,  000 

1, 200,  000 
800,000 
4, 400,  000 
1,  900,  000 
100,000 
5,  000,  000 

420,000 
280,000 
1,  540,  000 
665,  000 
35,000 
1,  750,  000 

1, 620,  000 
1,  080,  000 
5, 940,  000 
2,565,000 
135,000 
6, 750,  000 

District  of  Columbia  ...  _ 
Florida _ 

3,100,000 

620,  000 

217,  000 

837,000 

Ohio _ _ _ 

Georgia _  ... 

Hawaii _ 

Idaho _ 

10.  500,  000 
500,  000 

16,000,000 

5,  500,  000 
3,  000,  000 

1,  000,  000 

19,  000,  000 
17,  000,  000 
750,  000 

3,  000,  000 
3, 000,  000 

11,  000,  000 

6,  000,  000 
23. 000,  000 

4,  500,  000 
750,000 

2, 100,  000 
100,000 

735,  000 
35,000 

2,  835, 000 
135,000 

Oregon _ _ 

Pennsylvania . 

1,  000,  000 
21,  000, 000 
2,500,000 
6,500,000 
500,000 
15,  000,  000 
3,500,000 
1,000,000 
750,000 
4,500,000 
4,000,000 
12,  000,  000 
6,000,000 
750,000 

200,000 

4,200,000 

500,000 

1,  300,  000 
100,000 
3, 100,  000 
700,000 
200,000 
150,000 
900,000 
800,000 
2,400,000 

1,  200,  000 
150,000 

70,000 
1,  470, 000 
175,000 
455,000 
35,000 
1,  085,  000 
245,000 
70,000 
52,500 
315,000 
280,000 
840,000 
420,000 
52,500 

270,000 
6,  670,  000 
675,000 
1,  755, 000 
135,000 
4, 185, 000 
945,000 
270,000 
202,500 
1,  215,  000 
1, 080,  000 
3,  240, 000 
1,  620,  000 
202,500 

Illinois _  . 

Indiana.  _  _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas . . 

Kentucky . . 

Louisiana _  _ _ 

Maine _ _ 

Maryland _ _ 

Massachusetts . . . . 

Michigan _ _ 

Minnesota  _ _  . 

Mississippi _ _ _ 

3,  200, 000 
1, 100, 000 
600,000 
200,000 
3,  800, 000 

3,  400, 000 
150,  000 
600,000 
600,000 

2,  200, 000 
1,  200,  000 

4,  600,  000 
900,000 
150,000 

1, 120, 000 
385,  000 
210,000 
70,000 
1,  330,  000 
1, 190,  000 
52,  500 
210, 000 
210, 000 
770,000 
420,000 
1,  610, 000 
315,000 
52,500 

4,  320,  00S 

1,  485,  000 
810, 000 
270,  000 

5, 130,  000 

4,  590,  000 
202,  500 
810,  000 
810,000 

2,  970,  000 

1, 620, 000 

6,  210, 000 
1,215,000 

202,  500 

South  Carolina . 

South  Dakota _  . 

Tennessee . .' . . 

Texas . . . . 

Utah.... . 

Vermont . . . 

Virginia . . . 

Washington _  . 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin . . .  . 

Wyoming . . 

Total.. . 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

320,  000,  000 

64,000,000 

22,400,000 

86,  400, 000 

1  This  estimate  is  based  upon  the  anticipated  annual  rate  of  bonus  coupons  expendi¬ 
tures  by  States  at  the  end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year,  together  with  possible  further  program 
expansion  In  the  various  States  for  periods  beyond  the  fiscal  year  1967,  based  upon 
present  information  as  to  the  general  intentions  of  various  States  in  requesting  further 
program  expansion  in  1968  and  later  years. 


2  9n?y  limited  data  are  available  on  the  State  and  local  cost  of  intrastate  program 
administration.  These  data  indicate  that  in  a  typical  county  such  costs  approximate  7 
percent  of  the  value  of  bonus  coupons;  thus,  State  and  local  administrative  costs  have 
been  estimated  at  7  percent  of  the  total  value  of  the  bonus  coupons. 


WOULD  THE  STATES  PAY  THE  INCREASED  COSTS  OR 
PASS  THEM  ALONG  TO  THE  COUNTIES? 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  a  great 
deal  of  discussion  in  the  House  today 
about  the  ability  of  the  States  to  pay  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  if  the  committee  amendment  on 
cost  sharing  is  enacted  into  law.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  information  I  have  obtained, 
only  13  States  of  the  41  States  now  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  finance  the 
administratives  costs  of  the  food  stamp 
program;  most  of  the  States  pass  along 
to  the  counties  part  or  all  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  costs  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

In  13  States,  the  local  governmental 
unit  has  to  finance  every  single  aspect  of 
the  cost  of  participation  in  the  food 
stamp  program,  so  an  amendment  re¬ 
quiring  20-percent  sharing  by  the  States 
of  the  value  of  the  bonus  coupons  would 
mean  millions  of  dollars  in  additional 
costs  to  the  taxpayers  of  those  counties 
which  have  the  food  stamp  program  in 
States  like  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Minnesota,  and  so  forth.  I  am 
submitting  herewith  a  list  of  the  partici¬ 
pating  States  divided  according  to  the 
manner  in  which  they  now  finance  the 
State-local  share  of  the  administrative 
costs  of  food  stamp  participation: 

Food  Stamp  Program — Sources  Used  in 

States  To  Finance  Costs  of  Intrastate 

Administration 

I.  In  the  following  13  States,  State  funds 
finance  certification  and  coupon  issuance 
costs: 

Alaska  Michigan  * 

Arkansas  New  Mexico 

Connecticut  Utah 

District  of  Columbia  Vermont 
Hawaii  Washington 

Kentucky 1  West  Virginia 

Illinois 


II.  In  the  following  16  States,  certification 
and  coupon  issuance  costs  are  shared  by 
State  and  local  governmental  units: 


Georgia 
Indiana 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Missouri 
New  York 
North  Carolina 
North  Dakota 


Ohio 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode  Island 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Virginia 

Wisconsin 


A  wide  variety  of  oost-sharing  arrange¬ 
ments  are  in  effect.  In  some  instances,  State 
and  local  governmental  units  finance  a  set 
percentage  of  both  certification  and  issuance 
costs.  Under  this  type  of  cost  sharing,  the 
most  typical  share  paid  by  the  county  or  oth¬ 
er  local  governmental  unit  is  50  percent.  In 
other  cases,  State  funds  finance  certification 
costs  and  the  county  or  other  local  govern¬ 
mental  unit  finances  the  cost  of  issuing  the 
coupons.  In  still  other  cases,  the  share  to  be 
paid  by  the  county  or  local  governmental 
units  varies  in  accordance  with  a  State- 
established  criterion  of  financial  ability. 

III.  In  the  following  13  States,  the  county 
(or  other  local  governmental  unit)  finances 
all  certification  and  issuance  costs: 


Alabama 

California 

Colorado 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Maryland 

Minnesota 


Mississippi 
Montana  3 
Nebraska 
New  Jersey 
South  Carolina 
Wyoming  * 


Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 


1  In  some  counties,  there  is  a  one-time  pay¬ 
ment  made  by  the  counties  at  the  time  the 
program  is  inaugurated. 

2  If  counties  elect  to  contract  with  banks 
to  issue  coupons,  the  county  must  bear  60 
percent  of  such  contract  costs. 

3  Under  certain  limited  conditions,  some 
State  funds  may  be  made  available. 


Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

(Mr.  PEPPER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  also 
wish  to  compliment  the  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri  for  the  gallant  and  very 
excellent  fight  she  has  made  for  this 
worthy  cause  and  to  associate  myself 
in  any  way  I  can  with  her  efforts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  supported  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  and  I  rise  to  its  sup¬ 
port  today. 

I  opposed  in  1964  the  provision  requir¬ 
ing  the  States  to  contribute  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons  and  I 
oppose  the  20-percent  participation  fea¬ 
ture  today. 

I  oppose  it  because  it  would  make  the 
cost  of  this  program  prohibitive  to  locali¬ 
ties.  As  presently  operating,  the  food 
stamp  plan  is  no  handout  from  Wash¬ 
ington.  States  and  localities  must  spend 
their  own  tax  revenues  to  cooperate  in 
this  program.  They  must  maintain  a 
staff  to  certify  applicant  households. 
They  must  maintain  offices  at  which 
coupon  sales  are  made.  They  must  fi¬ 
nance  the  handling,  storing,  and  ac¬ 
counting  for  food  coupons.  These  costs 
mount  up — and  with  the  present  demand 
on  local  revenues — no  locality  is  going 
to  enter  this  program  if  the  cost-sharing 
provision  prevails. 

Far  too  often,  the  need  is  the  great¬ 
est  in  those  areas  which  can  least  af¬ 
ford  it  even  at  present  costs  to  the 
localities. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  no  longer 
an  experiment.  It  is  a  proven,  tested,  and 
accepted  method  of  translating  our 
highly  developed  agricultural  skills  into 
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higher  nutritional  levels  for  this  Nation’s 
less  fortunate. 

Perhaps  the  very  success  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  worked  adversely  to  its  interest 
here  in  the  Congress.  I  dare  say  that  no 


new  program  since  1960  has  produced 
less  critical  congressional  mail  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  its  size  than  has  the  food 
stamp  program.  It  has  been  a  model  of 
administrative  simplicity.  I  have  heard 


no  new  criticism  of  this  program  since 
its  inception. 

The  program  Is  working  and  working 
well.  Let  us  not  kill  it  because  of  its 
success. 


Food  stamp  program — A  projection  of  the  value  of  bonus  coupons  that  could  be  issued  in  the  various  Stales  in  the  fiscal  year  1970  and  the 

costs  to  the  various  States 


States 

Projections  for  fiscal  year  1970 

States 

Projections  for  fiscal  year  1970 

Total  value 
of  bonus 
coupons  1 

Cost  to  States  (or  localities) 

Total  value 
of  bonus 
coupons  1 

Cost  to  States  (or  localities) 

20  percent 
matching  of 
bonus 
coupons  1 

Adminis¬ 
trative 
costs  2 

Total 

20  percent 
matching  of 
bonus 
coupons  1 

Adminis¬ 
trative 
costs  2 

Total 

Alabama . . —  ... 

•  $7,000,000 
400,000 

$1,  400,  000 
80,000 

$490,000 
28,  000 

$1,  890,  000 
108,000 

Nebraska . 

$3, 000, 000 

$600, 000 

$210, 000 

$810,  000 

New  Hampshire _ 

Arkansas . . 

California . - . - 

Colorado.. . . 

Connecticut _ _ _ 

14,  000,  000 
16,  000,  000 
4,  000,000 
1,500,000 

2, 800,  000 
3,  200, 000 
800,000 
300, 000 

980,000 
1, 120,  000 
280,000 
105,  000 

3,  780,  000 
4, 320,  000 

1,  080,  000 
405,  000 

New  Jersey. . 

New  Mexico . . 

New  York  .  . 

North  Carolina—  _ ... 

North  Dakota _ 

6, 000, 000 
4, 000, 000 
22, 000, 000 
9, 500, 000 
500, 000 
25,  000,  000 

1, 200, 000 
800,  000 

4,  400,  000 
1, 900, 000 

100, 000 

5,  000,  000 

420, 000 
280,  000 
1,  540,  000 
665, 000 
35,000 
1, 750,  000 

1,620,000 
1, 080, 000 
5, 940,  000 
2,  565, 000 
135,  000 
6,  750,  000 

District  of  Columbia _ 

3, 100,  000 

620,000 

217,000 

837,000 

Ohio  .  . . .  . . 

Oklahoma  _ _ 

Georgia . 

Hawaii . .  .  . 

10,  600,  000 
500,000 

2, 100, 000 
100,000 

735,  000 
35,000 

2, 835, 000 
135,000 

Oregon _ _ _ 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

1,  000,  000 
21, 000,  000 

2,  500,  000 
6,  500,  000 

500,  000 
15,  000,  000 

3,  500, 000 
1, 000,  000 

750,  000 

4,  500,  000 

4,  000,  000 

12,  000,  000 
6,  000,  000 
750,000 

200,  000 
4,  200,  000 
500,  000 

1,  300, 000 
100,  000 

3, 100,  000 
700,000 
200,000 
150,000 
900,  000 
800,  000 

2,  400, 000 

1,  200, 000 

150, 000 

70,000 
1, 470,  000 
175,000 
455, 000 
35,000 
1, 085, 000 
245,000 
70,000 
52,500 
315,000 
280,000 
840,000 
420,000 
52,500 

270,  000 
5, 670,  000 
675, 000 
1,  755, 000 
135,  000 
4, 185, 000 
945, 000 
270,  000 
202,  500 
1, 215,  000 
1,  080,  000 
3,  240,  000 
1,  620, 000 
202,  500 

Illinois . .. 

Indiana . . . 

Iowa . .. 

Kansas _ _ _ 

Kentucky. . 

Louisiana - 

Maine . . .. 

Maryland . . . . 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan . . 

Minnesota . . . 

Mississippi.. _ _ 

Missouri  _ _ .. 

Montana...  . . . 

16,  000, 000 
5, 500,  000 
3,  000,  000 
1, 000, 000 
19,  000, 000 
17,  000, 000 
750, 000 
3,  000,  000 
3, 000,  000 
11, 000, 000 
6,  000,  000 
23,  000,000 
4,500,000 
750,000 

3, 200, 000 
1,100,000 
600,000 
200,000 
3, 800, 000 
3, 400,  000 
150, 000 
600,000 
600,  000 
2,200,000 
1, 200,  000 
4,  600,  000 
900,000 
150, 000 

1, 120, 000 
385, 000 
210, 000 
70,000 
1,330,000 
1,190,000 
62,500 
210,000 
210, 000 
770,  000 
420,  000 

1,  610,  000 
315,  000 
52,  500 

4,320,000 
1,485,000 
810,000 
270, 000 

6, 130, 000 

4, 590,  000 
202,  500 
810,000 
810, 000 

2,  970, 000 

1, 620,  000 

6,  210,  000 

1, 215, 000 
202,  500 

South  Carolina _ _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee . . 

Texas _  _ _ 

Utah.. _ _ _ 

Vermont _ _ 

Virginia . . 

Washington . . . 

West  Virginia . . 

Wisconsin _ _ 

Wyoming _ _ _ 

Total... . . 

320, 000,  000 

64,  000,  000 

22,  400,  000 

86,  400,  000 

1  This  estimate  is  based  upon  the  anticipated  annual  rate  of  bonus  coupons  expendi¬ 
tures  by  States  at  the  end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year,  together  with  possible  further  program 
expansion  in  the  various  States  for  periods  beyond  the  fiscal  year  1967,  based  upon 
present  information  as  to  the  general  intentions  of  various  States  in  requesting  further 
program  expansion  in  1968  and  later  years. 


2  Only  limited  data  are  available  on  the  State  and  local  cost  of  intrastate  program 
administration.  These  data  indicate  that  in  a  typical  county  such  costs  approximate 
7  percent  of  the  value  of  bonus  coupons;  thus,  State  and  local  administrative  costs 
have  been  estimated  at  7  percent  of  the  total  value  of  the  bonus  coupons. 


Individual  Views  of  Thomas  S.  Foley 

I  concur  with  the  majority  report  that  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  should  be  continued 
and  further  expanded. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  committee  amendment 
that  would  require,  beginning  July  1,  1969, 
that  States  or  localities  match  20  percent  of 
the  bonus  cost  of  the  coupons,  in  addition 
to  the  cost  of  intrastate  program  administra¬ 
tion.  That  provision  would  make  the  pro¬ 
gram  largely  inoperative. 

1.  States  are  now  sorely  pressed  to  find 
the  revenues  to  support  their  basic  public  as¬ 
sistance  and  genesal  relief  programs.  In  fact, 
the  principal  need  for  a  Federal  food  assist¬ 
ance  program  stems  from  the  fact  that  States 
and  localities  have  been  unable  to  finance  a 
public  assistance  program  that  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  minimum  level  of  food  consumption 
for  low-income  families. 

2.  The  States  that  now  are  most  in  need 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  are  the  States 
that  are  now  not  taking  full  advantage  of 
the  available  Federal  moneys  for  public  as¬ 
sistance  because  they  have  been  unable  to 
raise  the  required  State  or  local  tax  funds. 
Therefore,  the  committee  amendment  will 
work  to  foreclose  such  States  from  taking 
advantage  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 

3.  The  States  would  have  the  alternative 
of  passing  on  such  costs  to  local  political  sub¬ 
divisions.  But,  again,  this  would  mean  that 
the  communities  most  in  need  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  would  be  the  ones  that 
would  be  least  able  to  raise  the  required 
funds. 

4.  The  States  and/or  localities  now  are  re¬ 
quired  to  finance  the  costs  of  program  ad¬ 
ministration.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  estimates  that  such  costs  typically  run 
to  about  7  percent  of  the  value  of  the  bonus 
coupons.  In  fact,  during  the  committee  hear¬ 
ings,  it  was  reported  that  some  of  the  locali¬ 
ties  which  need  the  program  have  found  it 


difficult  to  raise  the  funds  that  are  required 
to  cover  these  costs.  To  believe,  therefore, 
that  they  could  absorb  20  percent  of  the 
subsidy  cost  itself  is  unrealistic. 

5.  About  60  percent  of  the  people  now  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  are 
receiving  welfare  grants  under  State  or  local 
relief  funds.  It  is  out  of  these  grants  that  the 
families  are  purchasing  their  food  coupons. 
So  States  and  localities  are  also  indirectly 
contributing  significant  sums  to  the  pro¬ 
gram — in  the  form  of  the  moneys  used  by 
welfare  people  to  make  regular  coupon  pin- 
chases. 

6.  It  will  be  necessary  for  such  States  to 
contribute  to  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons 
for  both  families  receiving  public  assistance 
and  to  those  families  not  receiving  public  as¬ 
sistance.  Many  of  these  latter  families  are 
not  on  public  assistance  because  the  State 
has  been  unable  to  finance  a  welfare  pro¬ 
gram  that  was  broad  enough  to  meet  their 
needs.  For  example,  less  than  half  the  States 
have  been  able  to  take  advantage  of  the  ex¬ 
panded  aid  to  dependent  children  with  un¬ 
employed  parents  (ADC-UP)  even  though 
that  broader  program  has  been  authorized 
since  1961.  Therefore,  it  is  unrealistic  to  be¬ 
lieve  those  States  would  find  it  possible  to 
meet  the  food  stamp  matching  requirements 
proposed  by  the  committee. 

7.  The  adverse  impact  of  this  committee 
amendment  is  immediate — not  something 
that  will  be  faced  2  years  from  now.  States 
will  not  continue  to  expand  a  program  that 
they  know  they  will  have  to  abandon  by  1969. 

8.  The  Food  Stamp  Program  has  been  a 
highly  popular,  effectively  operated'  pro¬ 
gram.  Its  purpose  has  been  well  defined  and 
it  has  been  operated  in  a  manner  that  pre¬ 
serves  its  food  objectives.  Contrary  to  the 
views  of  some,  it  does  not  lessen  the  State’s 
responsibility  for  its  basic  welfare  and  relief 
programs.  Rather  it  builds  upon  those  ef¬ 


forts — increasing  the  food  and  nutrition  of 
low-income  families  and  is  closely  connected 
with  the  objectives  of  related  State  programs. 

In  summary  a  requirement  that  States  con¬ 
tribute  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus 
coupons — no  matter  how  logical  from  the 
standpoint  of  Federal-State  cooperation — is  a 
requirement  that  many  States  will  be  un¬ 
able  to  meet.  They  will  be  forced  to  return 
to  the  direct  donation  of  federally  owned 
foods  which  experience  has  demonstrated  is 
far  less  effective  and  efficient.  This  would  be 
a  serious  backward  step  in  the  national  need 
to  make  use  of  our  food  abundance  and  the 
productive  capacity  of  our  farmers. 

The  committee  amendment  should  be  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  PARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri  yield 
to  me? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  FARBSTEIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  join  with  the  gentlewoman  in 
the  very  fine  statement  she  has  made  in 
connection  with  this  legislation.  For 
myself,  I  fail  to  see  the  necessity  or  any 
good  purpose  to  be  served  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  to  the  bill.  It  seems 
to  me  every  good  reason  would  oppose 
those  two  amendments.  I  shall  do  all  I 
can  to  assist  the  gentlewoman,  if  she 
sees  fit  to  do  so,  to  oppose  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  March  20,  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  ap¬ 
proved  new  authorizing  legislation  for 
the  food  stamp  program.  I  wish  to  ex- 
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press  my  support  for  this  basic  legisla¬ 
tion  but  more  importantly  vigorously 
state  my  opposition  to  two  amendments 
which  could  effectively  kill  the  entire 
program.  The  first  amendment  requires 
that  the  States  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  amendment  is  unjustified  and 
inconsistent  with  the  fundamental  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  program. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  has 
proven  to  be  one  of  the  most  successful 
national  programs  in  the  war  against 
poverty.  Its  purpose  is  to  increase  the 
food-buying  power  of  low-income  per¬ 
sons.  It  allows  needy  families  in  par¬ 
ticipating  programs  the  opportunity  to 
improve  their  diet  by  obtaining  more  and 
better  food. 

The  response  to  this  program  has  ex¬ 
ceeded  expectations.  In  1964,  some  351,- 
000  persons  were  participating  in  43  pilot 
programs  in  22  States.  By  the  end  of 
June  1967,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  estimates  that  program  participa¬ 
tion  will  have  grown  to  2  million  people 
in  875  programs. 

The  citizens  I  have  the  honor  of  rep¬ 
resenting  in  the  19th  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  of  New  York,  have  not  yet  had  an 
opportunity  to  participate  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  But  last  October,  New  York  State 
requested  the  program  for  New  York  City 
hoping  to  begin  in  July  of  this  year.  So 
I  can  tell  you  what  this  program  will 
mean  to  the  city  and  subsequently  to  the 
poor  people  of  my  district. 

About  200,000  persons  of  low  income  in 
New  York  City  can  expect  to  be  eligible 
for  the  food  stamp  plan.  Some  estimates 
of  eligible  citizens  ran  as  high  as  700,000. 
Taking  the  more  conservative  figure  of 
200,000,  one  can  expect  the  program  to 
add  $10-15  million  in  purchasing  power 
to  these  citizens.  At  this  level  of  par¬ 
ticipation,  the  20-percent  State  require¬ 
ment  would  cost  New  York  State  about 
$4.4  million  in  additional  costs. 

On  a  national  level,  this  20-percent 
requirement  would  cost  all  the  partici¬ 
pating  States  about  $40  million  a  year, 
at  a  time  when  States  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  are  straining  to  find  the  financial 
means  to  carry  out  their  programs. 

As  I  stated  earlier  this  20-percent  re¬ 
quirement  is  inconsistent  with  the  intent 
of  the  program.  The  program  is  designed 
to  help  the  poor  wherever  they  live  by 
raising  their  food  purchasing  power.  It 
is  a  national  program  aimed  at  elim¬ 
inating  a  national  problem;  that  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  proper  diet  for  needy  families. 

This  is  not  a  give  away  program,  but 
a  participating  one  which  requires  poor 
families  to  spend  for  necessary  food  be¬ 
fore  Government  coupons  can  be  ob¬ 
tained.  It  is  estimated  that  on  the  aver¬ 
age,  a  food  stamp  family  investment  in 
the  program  represents  about  64  percent 
of  the  total  value  of  the  coupons  they  re¬ 
ceive  each  month.  In  addition,  the  pro¬ 
gram  makes  use  of  private  food  stores 
by  allowing  these  needy  families  to  buy 
off  the  shelf  with  the  participating  stores 
receiving  payments  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Allow  me  to  briefly  state  my  opposi¬ 
tion  to  a  second  amendment.  The  Food 
Stamp  Act  was  passed  in  1964  with  a 
3-year  authorization.  The  bill  reported 


out  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
calls  for  yearly  authorization.  I  cannot 
emphasize  enough  the  need  for  a  contin¬ 
uing  program,  one  which  allows  for  plan¬ 
ning  and  provides  some  assurance  for 
poor  people  that  the  program  will  not  be 
open  to  yearly  political  maneuvering. 
The  original  1967  administration  bill 
called  for  an  open  end  authorization.  I 
believe  we  should  give  this  proposal  care¬ 
ful  consideration. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  food 
stamp  program  has  proven  to  be  a  suc¬ 
cess.  It  has  increased  the  food  purchas¬ 
ing  power  of  needy  families.  The  over¬ 
whelming  participation  of  States  in  this 
program  indicates  their  support.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  urge  that  all  Members  of  the 
House,  regardless  of  political  parties, 
give  this  measure  their  close  attention 
and  hope  that  they  will  join  me  in  vot¬ 
ing  against  these  crippling  amendments. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs. 
Sullivan],  who  is  the  chairman  of  the 
Consumer  Affairs  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency.  I  am  a  member  of  that  subcom¬ 
mittee,  and  I  want  to  compliment  the 
gentlewoman  for  the  genuine  effort  she 
is  making  on  behalf  of  the  consumers  of 
America.  I  rise  to  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  against  all  crippling  amendments 
and  to  support  the  gentlewoman  by  vot¬ 
ing  “no”  on  the  committee  amendment 
to  require  the  States  to  pay  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  BELCHER  asked  and  was  given 
Pei-mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  this  pro¬ 
gram,  of  course,  while  a  charity  pro¬ 
gram,  really  does  not  reach  the  people 
who  are  most  entitled  to  charity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  time  that  this 
program  and  its  operations  move  into  an 
area,  the  commodity  program  has  to 
move  out.  The  commodity  program  is  for 
the  people  who  have  no  other  food.  The 
food  stamp  program  is  for  the  person 
who  has  food  but  who  does  not  have  a 
well-balanced  diet. 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion 
that  we  should  take  care  of  the  people 
who  do  not  have  a  well-balanced  diet. 
But  I  do  not  feel  or  believe  that  we 
should  take  care  of  them  at  the  expense 
of  eliminating  those  people  who  do  not 
have  any  funds  with  which  to  buy  food 
stamps.  If  one  does  not  have  any  money, 
one  cannot  purchase  food  stamps  and 
therefore  one  cannot  participate  in  this 
program  at  all.  The  person  who  does  not 
have  money  and  does  not  have  food,  in 
my  opinion,  should  be  taken  care  of  first. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  reasons  this 
program  is  going  to  escalate  rather  fast 
is  because  that  up  to  the  present  time — 
before  the  Poage  amendment  was  at¬ 
tached  to  this  bill  requiring  20-percent 
participation  by  the  States — the  States 
would  certainly  certify  everyone  in  the 
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world  whom  they  felt  could  possibly 
qualify  to  participate  in  this  program, 
because  it  did  not  cost  the  States  any¬ 
thing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  if  we  re¬ 
quire  the  States  to  pay  or  contribute  a 
small  part  of  this  program,  the  States 
are  going  to  be  a  little  more  careful  as  to 
whom  they  certify  and  people  who  are 
actually  entitled  to  participate  in  the 
program  will  receive  more  of  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  come  under  its  provisions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
we  will  not  have  nearly  as  many  free¬ 
loaders  if  the  proposed  program  is 
adopted,  because  if  they  have  to  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  extent  of  paying  $1  out  of 
every  $5,  the  States  will  make  sure  that 
these  people  are  actually  eligible  for  par¬ 
ticipation  under  the  program. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes.— 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  feel  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  must  be  aware  of 
the  Members  of  the  other  body  making 
a  trip  down  South  not  too  long  ago — it 
was  a  bipartisan  subcommittee — who 
found  that  there  were  people  receiving 
no  food  at  all  under  any  type  program, 
whether  it  be  the  commodity  program 
or  the  food  stamp  program. 

I  am  sure  further  that  the  gentleman 
knows  this  group  found  people  actually 
suffering  from  malnutrition,  people  who 
were  not  receiving  any  food  at  all. 

Now,  would  not  the  gentleman  agree 
that  if  these  conditions  exist  today  when 
States  do  not  have  to  contribute  20  per¬ 
cent,  the  condition  is  going  to  become 
that  much  worse  when  they  have  to  con¬ 
tribute  the  prescribed  20  percent  as  con¬ 
tained  in  this  legislation? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  that  under 
the  present  program  with  no  participa¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  States,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  find  everyone  participating 
in  this  program,  and  we  will  not  ever  be 
able  to  support  any  other  program  which 
takes  care  of  the  person  who  does  not 
have  anything. 

The  reason,  in  those  States  that  the 
committee  found  they  were  not  receiv¬ 
ing  any  kind  of  food,  was  because  the 
food  stamp  plan  was  in  operation  in 
those  areas  and  no  other  plan  was  in 
operation;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes.  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  No;  I  would  have  to 
disagree  with  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  What  States  were  in¬ 
volved? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  speaking  partic¬ 
ularly  of  the  State  of  Mississippi  where 
there  were  commodity  programs  avail¬ 
able  in  some  counties  and  food  stamp 
programs  available  in  other  comities. 
However,  under  both  programs,  as  it 
turned  out,  the  State  would  not  certify 
anyone  as  being  eligible  for  participa¬ 
tion.  This  condition  existed  when  it  was 
not  costing  the  State  anything  but  the 
administrative  cost  involved  in  the  pro¬ 
gram. 
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The  point  I  would  like  to  have  the 
gentleman  answer  if  he  would,  that  if 
in  States  like  these,  who  are  the  poorest 
States,  where  they  are  not  certifying 
people  when  it  is  not  costing  them  any¬ 
thing,  what  is  going  to  happen  when  it 
starts  costing  20  percent  as  the  State’s 
share?  That  is  my  question. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  when  it  starts  costing  20  per¬ 
cent,  the  gentleman  can  rest  assured 
those  people  who  are  certified  will  be 
worthy  participants.  And  you  are  going  to 
find  out  if  this  program  goes  on,  like  it 
is  now,  that  there  is  going  to  be  a  scan¬ 
dal  among  the  people  who  are  certified 
because  we  will  find  these  rolls  loaded 
down  in  some  of  the  States,  and  the  food 
stamp  program  is  going  to  face  a  scandal 
on  some  of  the  other  aspects  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  would  like  to  point 
out,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further, 
that  zero  minus  20-  percent  is  still  zero, 
and  that  if  these  people  are  not  being 
certified  by  the  States  when  it  is  not 
costing  the  States  anything,  then  the 
situation  will  definitely  become  much 
worse. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  in  those  States  where 
they  do  not  put  the  worthy  people  on 
the  rolls,  regardless  of  whether  it  costs 
them  any  money  or  not,  then  I  would 
say  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  hope  for 
that  State,  I  do  not  care  what  kind  of 
program  you  have. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  raised  the  problem  about  the 
unrestricted  use  of  food  stamps  by  the 
States  without  restriction,  and  extending 
the  use  of  the  food  stamps  to  many  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  not  entitled  to  them,  which 
is  also  noted  in  the  gentleman’s  con¬ 
cern. 

However,  I  would  ask  the  gentleman  if 
it  is  not  true  that  the  gentleman  and 
the  committee  propose  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  ceiling  on  the  appropriation  as  the 
first  limitation  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  allowed  to  expend? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  One  hundred  and 
ninety-five  million  dollars. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  is  it  not 
also  true  that  under  the  proposed  new 
program  which  the  committee  has  sent 
to  the  floor  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
retains  authority  to  review  the  criteria 
by  which  the  States  determine  eligibility 
of  the  participants  under  the  program. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  am  not  sure  about 
that. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
the  gentleman  will  find  the  present  law 
requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  State  authorities  to  agree  upon  the 
criteria  before  they  begin  making  the 
expenditures,  which  of  course  does  give 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  right  to 
review  the  criteria  before  there  is  any 
money  expended. 


Mr.  FOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  merely  wanted  to  state 
that  it  is  my  feeling  that  there  is  a 
legitimate  right  on  the  part  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  committee  to 
set  some  limitations  on  these  programs, 
which  is  done  by  an  authorization  limi¬ 
tation,  and  that  there  is  some  obligation 
on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  review  the  criteria  established  by  the 
States,  which  is  done  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  concurrence,  but  I  do  op¬ 
pose,  as  I  will  state  later,  this  20-percent 
requirement  which  I  believe  is  inappro¬ 
priate. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  If  I  under¬ 
stood  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Resnick],  he  was  referring  to  the  State 
of  Mississippi.  These  destitute,  unfor¬ 
tunate  people  do  not  have  any  money. 
I  would  ask  the  gentleman  if  they  do  not 
have  any  money  then  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  does  not  do  them  a  bit  of  good,  does 
it? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Not  at  all. 

I  would  say  to  my  good  friend,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  that  we  put  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  $195  million  on  this.  But,  now, 
let  us  not  kid  ourselves  into  believing  that 
$195  million  is  going  to  remain  forever, 
because  as  these  programs  are  taken  up 
by  the  States  we  are  going  to  find  peo¬ 
ple,  just  like  the  gentlewoman  who  spoke 
earlier  and  who  had  been  opposed  to  the 
bill  2  years  ago,  but  now  has  changed 
over  and  is  for  it,  as  these  programs  are 
stretched  out  you  are  going  to  find  vari¬ 
ous  Members  of  the  House  who  will  dis¬ 
cover  that  the  people  back  home  will 
have  found  that  others  have  gotten  on 
the  gravy  train  and  then  they  want  to 
get  on  the  bandwagon  also.  And  there  will 
be  no  limitation  to  the  program,  and 
this  program  will  grow  to  $2.5  billion.  I 
am  sure  the  gentleman  knows  that  just 
as  I  do. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  to  me  once  more,  at  this 
point  I  would  like  to  comment  on  this 
remark.  I  think  the  gentleman  could  raise 
a  valid  concern  that  the  States  would 
run  away  with  this  program  if  there  were 
no  authorization  limitation,  and  no  Ap¬ 
propriation  Committee  review,  or  no  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  say  what  the 
qualifications  and  criteria  should  be. 

If  the  Congress  wishes  to  extend  the 
program,  that  is  its  own  judgment  to 
make.  All  I  am  saying  to  the  gentleman, 
it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  States  to 
extend  this  program  without  a  limitation 
of  their  own  action.  There  must  be  a 
concurrence  of  both  the  Federal  and 
State  Government. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman. 

Mrs.  MAY.  The  gentleman,  I  believe, 
is  referring  to  my  support  of  this  bill  this 
time  and  I  would  not  want  the  record  to 
remain,  inferring  that  for  political  rea¬ 
sons  I  changed  my  vote.  I  think  my  origi¬ 
nal  position  of  nonsupport  of  the  bill  at 
that  time  shows  that  I  spoke  in  favor  of 
the  principle  of  the  food  stamp  approach 
as  being  better  than  the  direct  distribu¬ 


tion  approach  and  less  wasteful.  Now 
with  the  proper  safeguards  which  were 
not  in  the  original  food  stamp  program, 
I  am  basing  my  support  this  year  on  that 
and  not  on  any  other  consideration, 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Then  let  me  ask  the 
gentlewoman  this  question:  Without  the 
20  -percent  provision  you  would  not  sup¬ 
port  the  bill? 

Mrs.  MAY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  T. think  you  might  find 
that  with  respect  to  a  lot  of  Members. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  and  I  would  point  out 
that  on  page  30  of  the  committee  report 
there  is  the  statement  or  report  of  the 
Library  of  Congress  in  response  to  a 
letter  that  I  directed  to  the  Library  of 
Congress  about  Federal  participation  in 
other  welfare  programs. 

I  think  you  will  find  the  actual  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  Federal  Government,  of 
course,  is  100  percent,  spent  on  this  pro¬ 
gram,  and  it  is  going  to  drop  down  to  80 
percent,  but  still  much  higher  than  any 
other  program. 

I  can  point  to  the  old-age  assistance 
program  where  the  present  Federal  share 
estimate  for  1968  is  about  65  percent. 

The  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children,  where  the  present  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  1968  is  estimated  to  be  56 
percent. 

The  aid  to  the  blind,  where  the  Federal 
share  for  1968  is  estimated  at  55  percent. 

The  aid  to  permanently  and  totally 
disabled,  where  the  Federal  share  in  1968 
is  estimated  to  be  64.7  percent. 

The  medical  program,  where  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  for  1968  is  estimated  at  53  V2 
percent. 

I  do  not  think  we  are  making  any 
drastic  change  insofar  as  general  welfare 
programs  are  concerned  and  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  that  if 
the  States  do  participate,  even  as  low  as 
20  percent,  and  I  think  it  should  have 
been  40  percent,  there  is  going  to  be 
closer  cooperation  from  people  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi  over  areas  that  really  need  more. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  who 
just  spoke  offered  an  amendment  provid¬ 
ing  for  40  percent.  There  was  another 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  and  that  was  reduced  to  20 
percent. 

I  think  the  essential  part  of  it  is  to 
make  the  States  partly  responsible  for 
this  program  and  you  are  going  to  have 
a  much  better  program  and  I  think  it 
will  last  a  lot  longer,  and  there  will  be  a 
whole  lot  less  scandals  and  there  will  be 
a  more  efficiently  operated  program  than 
if  you  just  turn  the  thing  wide  open.  The 
mere  fact  that  Congress  gets  to  review 
what  happens  will  put  no  limitation  on 
the  funds  whatsoever. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  The  gentleman  has 
made  the  suggestion  of  possible  scandals. 
I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  is  aware  of 
the  fact  that  of  the  63,000  stores  that 
have  been  operating  these  programs,  only 
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79  out  of  the  63,000  have  been  in  diffi¬ 
culty  because  of  possible  scandals. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  another  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  as  forthright  and  as  honest 
in  the  entire  purview  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  any  State  government  or 
municipal  government.  This  program  in 
my  opinion,  in  view  of  the  facts  and  fig¬ 
ures  I  have  just  outlined,  is  the  finest  and 
most  honest  program  of  any  program 
that  the  Government  has  participated  in 
for  the  moment.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
these  are  the  results  of  a  failure  or  rather 
where  there  has  been  a  lack  of  any  State 
contribution,  it  is  a  condition  that  should 
be  continued.  I  do  not  think  people 
should  be  compelled  to  go  on  relief  be¬ 
fore  they  can  get  food  stamps,  before 
they  can  buy  food  stamps. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Would  the  gentleman 
say  that  you  would  rather  take  care  of 
middle-class  people  rather  than  those  on 
relief;  and  should  you  not  take  care  of 
one  rather  than  the  other? 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  did  not  say  any¬ 
thing  about  middle-class  people.  There  is 
a  difference  between  somebody  on  relief 
and  somebody  who  is  just  above  relief. 
Because  your  school  lunch  programs  of 
various  kinds  are  distributed  to  individ¬ 
uals  who  may  not  be  on  relief.  These  are 
just  those  who  are  on  the  borderline  and 
I  do  not  think,  and  at  least  experience 
has  shown,  that  a  middle-class  individ¬ 
ual  will  demean  himself  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  what  amounts  to  a  handout. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  that  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  program  has  been  so 
free  of  scandal,  let  us  keep  it  that  way. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  Let  the  States  stay  out  of  it.  Let 
us  not  compel  the  States  to  contribute, 
and  we  will  have  a  good  program. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  hate  to  tell  the 
people  back  home  that  there  would  be 
more  scandal  when  they  participated  in 
handling  the  program  than  when  they 
can  get  it  for  nothing.  That  does  not 
stand  to  reason. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  The  gentleman  pointed 
out,  and  rightly  so,  that  there  are  many 
States  and  counties  where  the  people  do 
not  have  money  for  food  stamps  at  all. 
As  the  gentleman  will  recall,  members 
from  both  parties  in  the  subcommittee 
came  back  outraged  at  this  and  asked 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  to 
provide  some  aid  to  these  people.  The 
one  forum  that  was  felt  could  provide 
aid  to  these  people  was  providing  them 
with  food  stamps.  Again  I  point  out  we 
are  not  talking  about  middle  class,  un¬ 
less  there  is  middle-class  hunger.  We  are 
talking  about  the  people  who  have  no 
food. 

The  Members  came  back  and  suggested 
that  the  food  stamps  be  distributed  be¬ 
cause  it  was  the  only  way  to  get  their 
food  to  those  people. 

How  are  we  going  to  accomplish  this 
if  a  State  which  has  refused  to  provide 
anything  should  be  asked  to  provide  20 
percent?  I  cannot  understand  that.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  wish  the  gentleman  would  en¬ 
lighten  me. 


Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  if  this  is  a  good  program,  not 
many  States  would  refuse  to  invest  $1 
to  get  a  very  good  State  program  for  their 
States.  If  they  do,  the  administration  of 
that  State  should  be  changed. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  disagree  with  the 
gentleman.  I  do  not  have  those  powers 
and  neither  does  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  But  I  do  have  the  pow¬ 
er  to  make  a  State  administration  keep 
its  relief  rolls  honest,  and  that  is  what 
I  intend  to  do  as  far  as  this  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  that  he  get  a  little  of  his  own 
time,  for  I  believe  I  have  been  kind  in 
yielding. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  cooperation. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Here  is  another  point 
we  ought  to  take  into  consideration  be¬ 
fore  we  weep  too  much  about  this.  The 
legislation  in  regard  to  the  20  percent 
would  not  go  into  effect  until  July  1, 1969. 
There  will  be  a  long  time  in  which  to  look 
at  how  this  program  is  working  before  it 
actually  goes  into  effect  in  1969. 

I  opposed  this  bill  2  years  ago  when  we 
passed  it.  I  am  opposed  to  it  now.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  the  right  type  of  relief  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  that  in  the  first  place,  be¬ 
fore  you  take  care  of  people  who  already 
have  food  and  try  to  give  them  a  better 
balanced  diet,  that  you  first  ought  to  take 
care  of  those  people  who  are  absolutely 
hungry  and  do  not  have  any  food  what¬ 
soever.  Every  time  that  you  bring  in  the 
food  stamp  plan  you  take  care  of  people 
who  have  money  in  their  pocket  and  you 
absolutely  eliminate  those  who  do  not 
have.  In  any  charitable  program  I  have 
ever  known  of  you  first  give  food  to  those 
who  are  hungry  before  you  take  care  of 
the  person  who  does  not  have  a  balanced 
diet. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Why  does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  propose  an  amendment  which  would 
provide  for  both  programs?  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  not  offered  such  an  amendment 
in  the  committee  or  on  the  floor.  If  he  is 
concerned  about  the  impoverished  and 
that  they  ought  to  have  food  aid  and  the 
program  should  be  allowed  to  continue, 
why  not  provide  for  both  programs? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  In  the  first  place,  in 
my  opinion  we  have  had  a  commodity 
program  that  has  not  worked  perfectly, 
most  assuredly,  but  it  has  fed  a  whole 
lot  of  hungry  people.  We  have  had  a 
school  lunch  program  which  has  fed  a 
whole  lot  of  hungry  people.  We  have  had 
a  milk  program  which  has  fed  many  peo¬ 
ple.  If  we  keep  taking  on  new  $2  billion 
programs,  some  day  there  will  not  be 
any  money  for  anyone. 

In  my  opinion,  with  the  war  on,  with 
money  the  tightest  it  has  been  and  with 
a  huge  deficit  facing  us,  we  should  first 
take  care  of  those  people  in  this  country 
who  do  not  have  food  before  we  worry 
about  those  who  may  not  have  a  bal¬ 
anced  diet. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman  feel 


May  15,  1967 

that  this  country  is  too  poor  a  country  to 
afford  to  see  that  all  the  people  who  are 
in  the  lower  income  group  have  an  ade¬ 
quate  and  nutritious  diet?  Is  that  what 
the  gentleman  suggests? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  would  say,  first,  we 
have  to  win  a  war  or  there  will  not  be  any 
food  or  anything  else  for  anyone  here.  In 
my  opinion,  second,  we  have  got  to  take 
care  of  those  people  who  have  no  food 
whatsoever.  Then  if  we  have  money 
enough  left  after  this  huge  deficit,  we 
can  proceed  from  there. 

And  another  thing:  Every  single  time 
we  adopt  one  of  these  programs,  it  in¬ 
creases  the  cost  of  living  of  every  single 
worker  in  this  country.  The  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  is  already  pretty  high.  Maybe  we  can 
afford  these,  but  the  people  who  buy 
groceries  I  do  not  believe  can  afford  them. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield,  not  for  a  statement,  but 
just  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  fi'om  New  York. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  said  he  voted  against  this  2 
years  ago.  Two  years  ago  we  did  not 
have  the  problems  we  are  having  now  in 
Vietnam.  Would  the  gentleman  admit  he 
is  against  this  program,  and  not  use  the 
war  in  Vietnam  as  an  excuse? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  were 
running  a  deficit  2  years  ago,  we  were 
running  a  deficit  4  years  ago,  6  years 
ago,  and  10  years  ago,  and  we  are  con¬ 
tinuing  to  raise  deficits,  and  the  cost  of 
living  is  continuing  to  go  up  every  day. 
We  have  more  inflation,  people  are  pay¬ 
ing  more  taxes  than  they  ever  have,  and 
every  time  we  vote  an  extra  dollar  out 
of  this  House,  we  just  increase  the  cost 
of  living  for  those  people  who  are  earning 
their  own  living  and  educating  their  own 
children.  Maybe  they  do  not  have  a  bal¬ 
anced  diet,  but  they  are  doing  what  they 
can  by  the  sweat  of  their  own  brow. 
Every  time  we  take  a  dollar  away  from 
those  workers  and  increase  the  cost  of 
living  to  them,  we  are  helping  one  group, 
but  we  are  hurting  the  other. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  I  have  yielded 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  about  one- 
third  of  my  time,  and  I  believe  that  is 
his  quota. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Res- 
nick],  5  minutes  for  a  continuation  of 
his  statement. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  first,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  for  having  been  so  courteous 
in  yielding  to  me,  but  I  believe  that  is 
the  purpose  of  this  time — to  debate  the 
issues  and  to  try  to  get  some  answers  to 
some  very  perplexing  questions. 

I  would  be  very  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  at  this  time 
if  he  would  answer  this  question:  If  the 
program  is  not  operating  now  in  the  State 
of  Oklahoma,  why  is  it  not  operating? 
Would  the  gentleman  not  know  more 
about  it  if  it  were  operating?  Is  it  possi¬ 
ble  that  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma  they 
do  not  know  about  the  program? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  believe  I  have  been  in  the  Committee 
of  Agriculture  for  17  years  without  know¬ 
ing  about  the  food  stamp  plan,  because, 
as  the  gentlewoman  said,  13  years  ago 
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she  started  talking  about  it,  and  I  have 
been  hearing  about  it  ever  since. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  But  it  is  not  operating 
in  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  and  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  again,  if  it  is 
not  operating  in  Oklahoma  today,  when 
it  would  not  cost  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
anything,  except  the  cost  of  the  food 
stamps - 

Mr.  BELCHER.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  If  the  gentleman  will 
permit  me  to  finish  my  sentence,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  if  the  State  of  Oklahoma, 
the  great  State  of  Oklahoma,  is  not  par¬ 
ticipating  today  when  it  does  not  cost 
anything,  what  is  going  to  happen  when 
this  program  costs  20  percent?  I  would 
say  further,  surely  the  great  State  of 
Oklahoma  and  its  distinguished  Repre¬ 
sentatives  do  not  put  the  State  of  Okla¬ 
homa  in  the  same  economic  class  as  some 
of  our  Southern  States,  where  people  are 
actually  going  hungry. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes;  but  they  are  go¬ 
ing  hungry  because  they  have  the  food 
stamp  program  and  do  not  have  the  com¬ 
modity  program,  and  there  is  no  way  for 
them  to  get  anything  to  eat.  In  Okla¬ 
homa  we  have  kept  the  commodity  pro¬ 
gram  to  take  care  of  those  people  who 
are  actually  poor,  and  we  have  not  taken 
care  of  those  people  who  would  just  want 
a  little  better  diet.  We  have  taken  care 
of  first  things  first  in  Oklahoma. 

By  the  way,  the  gentleman  says  it  does 
not  cost  anything.  I  would  have  the  gen¬ 
tleman  know  we  pay  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
come  tax  to  the  Federal  Government, 
and  we  in  Oklahoma  know  that  the 
things  from  Congress  and  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  do  not  come  like  a  free 
lunch. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  observations.  I  would  like  now 
to  make  a  few  of  my  own. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  on  several  occasions  referred 
to  the  “Southern  States”  disparagingly. 
I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  is  not  aware 
that  there  have  been  reports  even  in  the 
press  of  this  Nation  and  not  from  some 
self-seeking  and  self-appointed  commis¬ 
sion  or  committee  which  on  its  own  un¬ 
dertook  to  dig  into  some  kind  of  scandals, 
to  the  effect  that  even  in  the  great  city 
of  New  York  and  other  great  cities  of 
the  North  that  there  are  people  who 
sometimes  go  hungry. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  would  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  do  not  like  to  use  generic 
terms  like  “the  South.”  I  could  name 
the  States  in  particular:  Mississippi, 
Alabama,  South  Carolina. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  we 
in  the  North  know  we  do  have  short¬ 
comings.  This  is  the  reason  why  we  are 
backing  the  food  stamp  program  for  all 
we  can,  to  try  to  eliminate  these  short¬ 
comings. 

The  problems  we  face,  I  say  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman,  include  the  one 
that  there  are  States  not  trying  to  help 
these  poor  and  destitute  people. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  would  agree 
with  me  that  food  is  not  a  luxury,  but 
if  we  listened  to  the  gentleman  from 


Oklahoma  one  would  get  the  impression 
that  we  were  putting  out  these  stamps 
for  liquor  or  TV  sets  or  automobiles. 

This  is  for  food.  We  are  trying  to  feed 
people. 

I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I,  in  my 
study,  have  learned  that  the  problem  is 
not  alone  with  the  States,  but  also  with 
the  individual  counties.  In  some  States, 
such  as  in  Mississippi,  some  counties  will 
feed  their  poor  and  other  counties  will 
not. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  statements  to  which 
the  gentleman  has  referred  are  from  a 
self-appointed  commission  which  set  out 
to  prove  certain  facts  and  announced 
what  they  were  going  to  prove  before 
they  got  any  evidence.  I  just  wonder  if 
that  kind  of  self-serving  evidence  is  the 
best  the  gentleman  can  produce  here. 

I  do  not  live  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River.  I  live  a  long  ways  west  of  the 
States  the  gentleman  named.  I  do  not 
believe  my  State  is  any  better  or  any 
worse  than  the  average  State  on  this 
score.  There  are  hungry  people  in  Texas, 
and  there  are  well-fed  people  in  Texas. 
By  and  large,  we  try  to  do  a  good  job  in 
Texas.  I  am  sure  that  the  people  of  New 
York  State  try  to  care  for  their  needy, 
but  it  is  still  possible  to  find  hungry  peo¬ 
ple  there  if  you  go  looking  for  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

I  would  hope  that  the  gentleman,  rath¬ 
er  than  attack  certain  sections  of  our 
country,  would  seek  to  improve  the  con¬ 
ditions  in  those  sections  and  recognize 
that  there  is  some  evil  in  all  sections  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  do  not  have  much 
time,  and  I  cannot  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  unless  he  will  yield  me  some  time. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yielded  about  one- 
third  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman  pre¬ 
viously,  but  I  will  yield  an  additional 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  ad¬ 
mits  that  the  State  of  New  York  has 
some  shortcomings.  I  believe  that  one 
of  the  greatest  shortcomings  it  has  had 
is  not  being  willing  to  pay  20  percent  of 
the  100  percent  of  the  bill  to  take  care 
of  the  people  of  that  State.  I  expect  that 
is  one  of  the  greatest  shortcomings  the 
State  would  have. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  have  to  disagree  with 
the  gentleman. 

I  point  out  to  the  gentleman  once  again 
that  we  are  talking  about  food.  Anyone 
who  reads  the  Record  tomorrow  morning 
and  pays  attention  to  the  remarks  would 
get  the  impression  that  food  is  some  sort 
of  luxury.  If  anyone  overseas  were  to 
read  this  debate  he  would  be  amazed 
that  here  in  the  great  land  of  plenty  we 
are  debating  whether  or  not  to  provide 
food  for  hungry  people. 

I  point  out  that  this  is  basically  what 
we  are  saying.  Are  we  going  to  vote  for 


this  and  provide  some  people  who  ordi¬ 
narily  would  be  hungry  or  would  have 
inadequate  diets  a  decent  standard  of 
eating,  or  are  we  going  to  say,  “No.  We 
made  ours.  You  make  yours.” 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  should  like  to  state 
some  facts  about  food  from  the  latest 
report  I  have,  which  is  January  1967. 
This  report  states  that  the  commodity 
distribution  program  in  the  State  of 
Mississippi  is  now  distributing  direct 
food,  free  food,  to  69  counties  of  Missis¬ 
sippi,  while  only  14  of  the  counties  have 
the  food  stamp  program.  So  the  people 
are  being  distributed  food  under  the  di¬ 
rect  distribution  program  in  those  69 
counties. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
woman. 

I  should  like  to  use  the  remainder  of 
my  time  to  point  out  to  my  distinguished 
chairman  that  I  did  not  get  up  here  to 
start  the  Civil  War  all  over  again.  The 
fact  remains  that  certain  of  our  South¬ 
ern  States  are  not  taking  advantage  of 
this  program.  They  simply  refuse  to  face 
their  responsibilities.  They  place  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  directly  at  the  doorstep  of 
the  Federal  Government.  If  they  cannot 
afford  the  stamps  when  they  are  free  how 
can  they  afford  to  pay  20  percent  of  the 
cost? 

Then,  when  the  Federal  Government 
does  not  have  the  tools  to  work  with 
this,  the  Federal  Government  winds  up 
being  blamed  for  hungry  people  in  this 
great  United  States.  These  are  the  facts. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  -will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Yes.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  am  wondering:  Do  you 
feel  the  States  share  a  responsibility  at 
all  in  the  food  stamp  program? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  certainly  do.  They 
share  the  responsibility  to  get  it  distrib¬ 
uted,  and  they  are  not  even  doing  that. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Who  do  you  want  to  pay 
for  that? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  No.  I  just  point  out 
that  the  situation  is  bad  enough  now.  Let 
us  not  aggravate  it  any  more.  If  the 
great  State  of  South  Carolina  cannot 
distribute  food  stamp  when  they  are  not 
costing  anything,  then  what  is  going  to 
happen  to  the  poor  people  of  the  great 
State  of  South  Carolina  when  it  costs 
them  20  percent? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Goodlxng], 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
I  listen  to  the  debate  I  begin  to  think 
that  we  no  longer  have  any  food  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  United  States.  Let  me  just 
very  briefly  quote  from  a  statement  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  March  3, 
1967: 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  L.  Freeman 
reported,  today  that  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  food  assistance  programs  were  avail¬ 
able  to  needy  people  and  schoolchildren  in 
more  communities  during  the  first  half  of 
fiscal  1967  ( July-December  1966)  than  dur¬ 
ing  the  same  period  a  year  earlier. 

At  the  end  of  December  1966,  1,498  coun¬ 
ties  and  114  cities  were  distributing  USDA 
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foods  to  needy  families.  In  addition,  USDA's 
Food  Stamp  Program  functioned  in  another 
477  areas.  In  the  same  month  of  1965,  the 
Secretary  said,  foods  were  being  distributed 
in  1,606  counties  and  247  cities,  while  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  was  available  in  191 
areas. 

At  this  time  we  have  in  force  a  com¬ 
modity  distribution  program.  The  Comp-* 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  made 
a  survey  in  three  counties  in  Pennsylva¬ 
nia  recently.  I  would  like  to  read  from 
this  report.  This  is  a  report  submitted  by 
the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  in  February  1967 : 

We  found  evidence  which  indicated  that 
37,  40,  and  32  percent  of  the  families  respec¬ 
tively  were  ineligible  to  receive  commodities 
primarily  because  their  incomes  or  available 
resources  exceeded  the  limitations  established 
by  the  States.  In  addition  we  found  15  fam¬ 
ilies  or  7  percent  of  the  225  families  in  the 
three  counties  received  more  commodities 
than  they  were  entitled  to  because  reductions 
in  family  size  had  not  been  reported. 

Then  the  report  goes  on  to  say: 

Because  of  these  irregularities  the  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  over  a  3-month  pe¬ 
riod  ran  between  $182,000  and  $602,000. 

I  think  we  can  expect  the  same  irreg¬ 
ularities  will  probably  prevail  under  the 
food  stamp  program. 

We  are  told  over  and  over  again  that 
our  gross  national  product  is  at  an  all- 
time  high.  I  do  not  think  that  anybody 
can  deny  that.  We  are  also  told  it  will 
probably  go  higher.  We  are  also  told 
that  unemployment  is  at  an  alltime  low. 
Now,  how  can  we  support  any  program 
that  will  expand  public  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  when  these  things  prevail; 
namely,  when  our  gross  national  product 
is  at  an  alltime  high  and  our  unemploy¬ 
ment  rate  is  at  an  alltime  low?  I  am 
very,  very  much  interested  in  a  report 
that  was  given  to  us  in  the  committee. 
This  report  lists,  State  by  State,  the 
amount  of  money  that  the  various  States 
will  receive  under  this  proposed  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  anyone 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
is  willing  to  admit  that  the  States  of 
Ohio  and  Pennsylvania  are  among  the 
poorer  States.  We  talk  about  the  State 
of  Mississippi  and  how  badly  off  they 
are.  Well,  personally,  I  am  not  willing 
to  admit  that  Pennsylvania,  at  least,  is 
in  that  condition  today,  and  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  boys  from  Ohio  are  will¬ 
ing  to  admit  that  the  State  of  Ohio  is 
in  the  same  position. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yet  under  this  pro¬ 
gram — and  I  hope  all  the  members  of 
the  Committee  will  pay  attention  to 
these  figures — poor  Ohio  is  to  receive 
$18,363,000,  and  the  next  poorest  State, 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  is  supposed 
to  receive  $15,487,000. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  how  can  one 
justify  a  thing  like  that?  Personally,  I 
cannot. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Yes,  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  direct  the  gentleman’s  attention 
to  a  letter  which  I  have  just  received 
from  Gov.  James  A.  Rhodes,  of  the  State 
of  Ohio.  Here  is  what  the  Governor  says : 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  concern  over 
H.R.  1318,  the  Food  Stamp  Authorization 
Bill  of  1967.  The  measure  was  amended  by 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee  to  limit 
the  Food  Stamp  Program  to  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion  and  to  require  participating  States  to 
contribute  20  percent  of  the  bonus  value  of 
the  stamps  distributed. 

Under  the  existing  law,  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  is  funded  entirely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Requiring  20  percent  State  par¬ 
ticipation  would  result  in  severely  curtail¬ 
ing,  if  not  terminating  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  in  Ohio.  Several  million  dollars  would 
be  involved. 

More  than  175,000  Ohioans  in  twenty- 
three  of  our  State’s  twenty-four  Congres¬ 
sional  Districts  presently  participate  in  the 
program.  The  continuation  of  its  benefits  for 
these  people  is  at  stake.  I  urge  you  to  oppose 
these  amendment  and  support  the  contin¬ 
uation  of  the  existing  food  stamp  program 
should  H.R.  1318  come  to  the  House  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  information 
that  over  $3  million  would  be  involved 
in  additional  expense  to  the  State  of 
Ohio. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
the  Governor  of  Ohio  makes  it  very 
clear  that  insofar  as  he  is  concerned, 
the  food  stamp  program  in  the  State  of 
Ohio  is  in  jeopardy  of  termination  if  the 
State  is  compelled  to  contribute  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 

There  is  no  likelihood  that  Ohio  would 
contribute  in  excess  of  $3  million  in 
order  to  participate.  Therefore,  I  am 
afraid  that  we  would  be  cut  out  of  this 
program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  3  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  is  recognized  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Yes,  I  yield  further 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  As  I  interpret  the  letter 
of  the  Governor  of  Ohio,  the  State  of 
Ohio  would  be  cut  out  of  the  program  if 
it  were  compelled  to  come  up  with 
another  $3.5  million. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  In  other  words,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  is  saying  that  the 
State  of  Ohio  would  not  be  willing  to 
pay  20  percent  in  order  to  continue  its 
participation  in  this  program? 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  am  telling 
the  gentleman  that  the  present  Gover¬ 
nor  of  Ohio,  James  A.  Rhodes,  says  that 
the  State  of  Ohio  would  not  be  likely  to 
support  it. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  very  happy  to  report  to  the 
Committee  that  I  have  received  no  such 
letter  from  the  Governor  of  California, 
Governor  Reagan,  to  this  effect. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps 
Governor  Reagan  has  not  been  advised 
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about  this  situation  by  the  finance 
director  of  Ohio,  who  as  I  understand  it, 
frequently  provides  him  with  financial 
advice. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Governor 
Reagan  is  a  man  who  has  a  high  sense 
of  fiscal  responsibility.  He  does  not  ex¬ 
pect  the  Federal  Government  to  assume 
100  percent  of  welfare  costs.  If  the  State 
of  California  chooses  to  participate  in 
this  program,  I  am  confident  it  will  ex¬ 
pect  to  pay  part  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  I  might  say  that  re¬ 
cently  I  received  a  telegram,  or  a  letter, 
from  the  secretary  of  public  assistance 
in  Pennsylvania,  and  he  told  me  that  it 
would  work  a  hardship  upon  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  to  pay  this  proposed  20 
percent. 

I  wrote  back  and  told  him  I  thought 
that  was  just  too  bad,  that  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  could  not  pay  20  percent 
of  this  food  stamp  program,  and  I  did 
not  think  it  deserved  very  much  consid¬ 
eration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  close  by  say¬ 
ing  what  I  said  previously :  I,  personally, 
cannot  support  the  expansion  of  a  public 
assistance  program  at  a  time  when  our 
gross  national  product  is  at  an  alltime 
high  and  at  a  time  when  our  unemploy¬ 
ment  rate  is  at  an  alltime  low. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  can  readily  and  easily 
understand  how  the  Governor  of  a  State 
would  be  glad  to  receive  as  much  money 
from  Washington  with  which  to  take 
care  of  his  own  relief  bill  costs  in  order 
that  he  can  expend  it  on  something  else. 

I  can  readily  understand  why  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  would  be  inclined  to  obtain  from 
Washington  as  much  as  he  can. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  those  of  us  who 
represent  the  national  interest  must 
realize  that  consideration  must  be  given 
to  the  national  budget  and  that  we 
should  have  some  consideration  for  the 
national  budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel 
that  we,  as  national  legislators,  have 
some  responsibility  to  see  to  it  that  these 
programs  are  partially  paid  for  by  the 
participating  States. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Yes,  I  yield  further 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  note  here  that  there 
are  13  States  where  local  governments 
finance  the  certification  of  the  issuance 
cost.  So,  this,  perhaps,  may  explain  why 
we  have  not  heard  from  these  13  States, 
which  include  the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  presume  if  California 
is  like  Oklahoma,  they  would  like  to  take 
care  of  the  poor  people  first. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 
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Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
l Mr.  Vanik]. 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
take  this  time  to  tell  the  Committee  a 
little  bit  about  the  effect  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  my  area.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  food  stamp  program  is  just  about  the 
only  benefit  from  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams  of  this  country  that  flow  directly 
to,  and  have  some  effect  upon,  the  people 
in  my  community. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  were  late  in  my 
community  in  getting  into  the  food  stamp 
program.  We  entered  this  program  on 
May  1,  1963.  This  program  at  first  was 
only  a  pilot  program.  We  now  consider  it 
one  of  the  most  important  and  most 
successful  endeavors  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  We  believe  we  have  done  more 
to  fight  poverty  with  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  than  gjiy  other  Federal  program. 

In  our  community,  nearly  $19  million 
in  free  or  bonus  stamps  have  been  used 
to  purchase  food  in  our  county  since  the 
beginning  of  the  program.  That  is  more 
Federal  assistance  than  all  the  other 
poverty  programs  involved  in  my  area. 
But  unlike  other  programs  which  may 
not  directly  reach  the  poor,  this  money 
through  the  stamp  program  has  been 
carefully  directed  in  my  area  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  in  need — some  18,000  families 
living  on  public  assistance,  and  1,500 
low-income  families.  This  money  has 
been  used  in  the  satisfaction  of  basic 
human  needs.  It  has  not  been  a  give¬ 
away  program,  because  the  people  in¬ 
volved  have  had  to  purchase  with  their 
own  money,  or  out  of  their  public  as¬ 
sistance  grants,  the  stamps  in  order  to 
be  eligible  for  these  free  or  bonus 
coupons. 

Mr.  Chairman,  through  food  stamps, 
the  poor  in  my  community  have  been 
able  to  increase  their  food  purchases  by 
over  25  percent.  This  program  has  meant 
more  food,  milk,  fresh  meats,  fresh 
vegetables  to  the  people  in  the  poverty 
areas  of  my  community.  This  is  the  first 
program  that  combines  aid  to  the  poor 
with  sound  nutrition.  This  program  uses 
the  regular  channels  of  distribution,  that 
is,  the  supermarkets  or  the  grocery 
stores.  In  my  community  we  would  suf¬ 
fer  a  tragic  loss  if  this  program  were 
discontinued. 

By  the  tenor  of  our  Governor’s  letter, 
it  appears  quite  obvious  that  he  is  not 
about  to  financially  support  the  food 
stamp  program.  The  State  of  Ohio  is  not 
about  to  provide  the  money  this  bill  would 
require.  In  Ohio,  the  20  percent  partici¬ 
pation  would  require  $3.5  million  in  State 
revenues  to  make  possible  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  program  is  the  first 
program  which  has  recognized  that  75 
percent  of  the  people  of  poverty  in  my 
community  were  not  on  public  assistance. 
We  have  been  able  to  use  food  stamps  in 
many  cases  of  temporary  need  where 
families  have  not  had  immediate  access 
to  public  assistance,  where  there  was  a 
short-term  need,  and  where  a  sack  full 
of  groceries  would  tide  the  family  over. 
We  were  just  beginning  in  our  program 


to  extend  these  benefits  to  the  senior 
citizens  who  are  in  need. 

In  my  area  for  the  month  of  March 
of  this  year  17,836  families,  or  64,248 
'persons,  were  direct  beneficiaries  par¬ 
ticipating  in  this  program,  from  the  roles 
of  those  eligible  for  aid  for  the  aged,  aid 
to  the  blind,  aid  to  dependent  children, 
aid  to  dependent  children  of  the  unem¬ 
ployed,  and  on  relief. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  county  since  this 
program  has  gone  into  effect,  there  have 
been  766,644  cases  served.  The  bonuses 
since  the  program  went  into  effect  on 
May  1,  1963,  have  totaled  over  $18  mil¬ 
lion,  with  a  total  stamp  value  of  almost 
$50  million. 

I  say  to  the  Members  of  this  Commit¬ 
tee  that  this  is  a  program  which  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  in  urban  areas  such  as 
in  the  city  of  Cleveland,  where  we  have 
such  a  high  concentration  of  unemployed 
people.  Today  there  are  over  26,000  peo¬ 
ple  in  my  community  who  are  on  the 
rolls  of  the  jobless.  This  is  more  than 
our  community  can  support  without  the 
help  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

The  food  stamp  program  has  been  a 
vital  factor  in  this  effort  to  serve  these 
needs.  For  12  years  I  have  voted  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  favor  of  and 
I  have  supported  farm  legislation.  The 
only  reason,  looking  back,  that  I  can  see 
to  justify  my  support  of  agricultural 
programs  is  the  food  stamp  program 
that  you  are  threatening  to  destroy 
today.  I  say  to  you  that  if  this  proposal 
to  make  the  States  contribute  20  percent 
is  passed  today,  it  will  be  the  end  of  the 
food  stamp  program  in  my  community. 
It  will  be  the  end  of  the  program  in  the 
State  of  Ohio.  I  think  the  consequences 
of  any  such  action  must  rest  with  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr. 'POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik],  I  agree  with 
the  principles  that  he  has  just  set  forth. 
I,  too,  coming  from  a  completely  rural 
community  have  continuously  and  reg- 
gularly  supported  all  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
grams  because  I  believe  that  they  are 
in  the  best  interests  of  our  country,  and 
in  the  direction  of  stabilizing  the  farm 
economy  and  the  income  of  the  farmers. 
This  is  one  place  where  the  people  who 
have  benefited  as  a  result  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  through  the  years,  and  as  a  result 
of  votes  cast  by  myself  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  and  those  who  believe 
as  we  do,  can  perhaps  reciprocate  by 
taking  care  of  some  of  the  people  whom 
their  surplus  products  are  going  to  feed 
in  our  great  cities. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  heard  a  discussion  by  several  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  about  the  costs  of  the 
food  stamp  program. 

I  just  want  to  say  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  spent  $134  million 
last  year  on  the  direct  distribution  pro¬ 


gram,  which  represented  just  the  value 
of  the  commodities  that  were  distributed 
free.  The  food  stamp  program  did  not 
cost  that  much.  In  the  gentleman’s  own 
State  of  Ohio  there  are  still  33  counties 
getting  free  distribution  of  food.  In 
Oklahoma,  while  they  have  no  food 
stamps,  there  are  73  counties  in  Okla¬ 
homa  getting  food  distributed  free.  Ap¬ 
parently  Oklahoma  prefers  the  free 
handout  system  to  the  food  stamps. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired.  ' 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  gentleman,  but 
I  would  like  to  have  it  understood  that 
as  of  this  time  we  have  yielded  more 
than  half  of  the  time  of  the  majority  to 
those  who  are  opposed  to  the  bill  on  this 
side.  We  have  already  yielded  more  than 
30  minutes  of  that  time.  I  yield  the  gen¬ 
tleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GRAY.  I  want  to  take  this  time 
to  commend  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  for  his  very 
forthright  statement,  and  to  say  that  I 
agree  with  him  completely. 

Our  situation  in  Illinois  is  that  our 
legislature  is  now  meeting  and  it  will 
adjourn  by  law  on  June  30.  It  will  not 
be  in  session  again  until  1969;  therefore 
there  are  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  in  Illinois  who  are  now  receiving 
food  stamps  who  would  have  to  go  off 
the  rolls  if  this  amendment,  as  proposed 
by  the  committee,  is  adopted,  because 
the  legislature  does  not  get  down  to 
business  before  the  second  quarter  of  the 
year. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  and  con¬ 
gratulate  him  for  his  very  forthright 
statement,  and  hope  the  House  will  re¬ 
ject  the  20-percent  cash  requirement 
from  the  States. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  that 
this  20-percent  provision  does  not  go 
into  effect  until  July  1,  1969,  after  his 
legislature  has  had  an  opportunity  to 
meet. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Teague]  . 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  I  may  have  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik],  my 
friend,  I  want  to  make  sure  I  understood 
what  the  gentleman  said.  I  am  not  sure  I 
heard  the  gentleman  correctly.  I  thought 
the  gentleman  mentioned  the  figure  of 
$50  million  being  spent  on  this  program 
in  his  congressional  district. 

Mr.  VANIK.  No;  what  I  said  was  that 
since  this  program  came  into  effect  and 
since  it  has  been  established  in  my  com¬ 
munity  in  Cuyahoga  County,  which  be¬ 
gan  on  May  1,  1963,  through  April  30, 
1967,  we  had  766,644  cases,  and  stamps 
bought  by  people  totaled  $30,250,000  and 
the  bonuses  amounted  to  $18,759,000,  so 
that  the  total  stamp  value  purchased  in¬ 
cluding  what  was  given  and  what  was 
bought  totaled  almost  $50  million  in  my 
own  county  during  this  period  of  time. 
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Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  If  that 
were  multiplied  by  the  435  congressional 
districts  in  this  country,  if  my  mathe¬ 
matics  are  correct,  it  would  amount  to  a 
little  matter  of  $21,750  million — so  this 
is  not  a  peanuts  program. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  want  to  point  out  that 
the  figures  I  got  represent  more  than  my 
own  district.  They  represent  four  con¬ 
gressional  districts  which  constitute  the 
metropolitan  area. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  see.  That 
would  reduce  it  to  perhaps  $8  billion, 
but  that  is  still  quite  a  lot  of  money,  and 
it  is  about  the  estimate  we  have  been 
given. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  state  at  the  onset  of  my  remarks 
that,  while  I  am  wholeheartedly  in  favor 
of  the  food  stamp  program,  I  am  firm  in 
my  opposition  to  the  20-percent  provision 
we  are  being  asked  to  pile  on  top  of  the 
present  State  and  local  welfare  costs. 

I  think  it  is  well  that  we  remind  our¬ 
selves  today  that  the  action  we  take — and 
the  decisions  we  reach — can  have  a  very 
personal  effect  on  the  day-to-day  lives  of 
individual  people  and  families.  I  was  re¬ 
minded  of  this  when  I  read  an  article  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal  of  September  30, 
1966.  The  article  written  by  Kenneth  G. 
Slocum  and  entitled,  “Feeding  the  Poor,” 
deals  largely  with  the  operation  of  the 
food  stamp  program  in  Kentucky. 

He  begins  the  article  with  the  follow¬ 
ing  report  of  an  interview: 

"I  can  load  as  much  coal  as  any  man  alive,” 
says  lean,  57-year-old  Maryland  Collins.  "But 
X  can't  raise  a  family  of  young-uns  on  three 
days  work  and  $35  a  week.”  So  Mr.  Collins, 
who  has  spent  his  whole  life  here  in  the 
Cumberland  Mountains,  counts  heavily  on 
help  from  Federal  food  stamps  that  can  be 
used  like  cash  at  the  grocery  store.  Gesturing 
at  his  neatly  dressed  eight-year-old  boy,  he 
says:  “This  one  would  still  be  eating  bread 
and  gravy  for  breakfast  instead  of  eggs,  milk 
and  cereal  if  it  weren’t  for  those  food 
stamps.” 

The  day-to-day  change,  or  more  spe¬ 
cifically,  this  meal-to-meal  change  in  this 
family’s  livelihood  was  brought  about  be¬ 
cause  we  in  the  Congress  considered  and 
decided  on  a  question  of  national  sig¬ 
nificance. 

I  will  quote  from  some  additional  per¬ 
sonal  interviews,  but  because  of  the 
length  of  the  article  I  will  not  read  it 
all.  It  is  well  done,  and  I  do  not  think  its 
objectivity  should  be  suspect  by  those 
who  might  normally  oppose  this  kind  of 
program. 

The  article  continues: 

"My  kids  eat  better  than  they  ever  did  and 
it  shows — they  have  more  life  and  they’re 
brighter,”  exclaims  Ernest  Sexton,  46,  who 
has  seven  children  ranging  from  2  to  15. 

Comments  Jessie  Colter,  a  six-foot,  198- 
pound  Knott  County  constable  who  gets  a 
salary  of  $75  a  month:  "It’s  the  kids  who 
benefit  most.  Where  my  two  ate  rice  before, 
we  now  can  feed  them  far  more  fresh  milk, 


fresh  eggs  and  meat.”  Mr.  Colter  pays  $30 
monthly  and  receives  enough  stamps  to  buy 
$64  worth  of  food. 

The  author  reports  on  the  results  of 
a  blood  analysis  survey  conducted  by  a 
county  welfare  department  which  con¬ 
firms  that  food  stamps  have  improved 
the  health  of  local  welfare  clients. 

I  reiterate  that  this  improvement  in 
the  day-to-day  lives  of  the  poor  results 
from  a  broad  national  question  decided 
here.  Here  we  speak  of  2  million  partic¬ 
ipants,  but  back  home  it  is  food  on  the 
table  for  the  Smith  family,  a  supper  of 
chicken  for  an  elderly  couple,  and  a  new 
alertness  for  a  child  in  school. 

We  considered  requiring  State  and 
local  financing  of  the  bonus  coupons  in 
1964 — and  we  defeated  it.  We  did  so  be¬ 
cause  we  were  convinced  it  would  mean 
the  program  would  not  be  financially 
feasible  to  those  very  areas  that  need  it 
most.  That  was  a. wise  decision  and  be¬ 
cause  of  it,  over  one-third  of  the  300 
lowest  per  capita  income  counties  in  this 
Nation  are  a  part  of  this  program. 

Do  not  be  misled  by  this  cost-sharing 
provision.  What  we  are  really  consider¬ 
ing  here  is  not  cost  sharing,  but  individ¬ 
ual  meals  for  individual  people.  If  this 
provision  becomes  law,  we  might  just  as 
well  repeal  the  program  because  it  will 
not  operate  with  it.  A  vote  for  or  against 
this  provision  is,  in  fact,  a  vote  for  or 
against  the  better  nutrition  made  pos¬ 
sible  by  the  food  stamp  program. 

I  urge  that  the  amendments  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  the  bill  by  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  be  stricken  and  that  the 
food  stamp  program  be  continued  as  it  is 
now  operating. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Foley], 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee,  as  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  I  followed 
with  great  interest  the  hearings  and 
markup  sessions  on  the  extension  of  the 
food  stamp  bill.  I  would  agree  with  some 
Members  that  there  should  be  some  re¬ 
strictions  on  the  extent  to  which  this 
program  is  expanded,  especially  if  it  were 
to  be  possible  to  expand  it  merely  by 
State  action.  But  the  fact  is,  and  an  im¬ 
portant  fact  here,  that  the  committee 
has  reported  a  bill  which  would  provide 
for  an  authorization  for  1  year  and  a 
limitation  on  appropriations.  That  is  one 
protection. 

A  second  protection  is  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  must  approve  the 
criteria  for  any  State  participation.  That 
is  the  second  protection. 

The  second  amendment  that  is  offered 
by  the  committee  is  an  amendment  to 
provide  a  20-percent  contribution  by  the 
States.  That  is  an  improper  and  wrong 
approach  in  limiting  any  possible  ex¬ 
cesses  of  this  program,  because  it  does 
not  really  attack  what  the  gentlemen 
say  is  a  matter  of  their  concern — the 
extension  of  costs.  What  it  does  attack 
is  the  application  of  the  program  in  the 
States  that  need  it  most. 

This  program  has  been  successful;  I 
would  remind  the  Committee  that  many 
statements  have  been  made  on  the  floor 
today  that  the  program  has  been  one  of 
the  most  successful,  least  troublesome, 
least  subject  to  any  improprieties  of  any 
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Federal  program  in  existence,  and  not 
one  Member  has  challenged  that  state¬ 
ment. 

On  the  contrary,  the  alternative  pro¬ 
gram  championed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  was  attacked  a  few  minutes 
ago  by  his  colleague  from  Pennsylvania 
on  the  basis  that  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States  had  some  ques¬ 
tion  about  the  operation  of  specific  com¬ 
modity  distribution  programs.  That  is  the 
very  alternative  that  is  being  supported 
and  espoused  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma,  the  ranking  member  of  the 
committee. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  that  would 
prevent  any  State  or  locality  from  choos¬ 
ing  between  a  commodity  distribution 
program  and  a  food  stamp  program. 

The  vice  of  the  second  committee 
amendment  is  that  it  would  choose  for 
the  States,  it  would  choose  for  these 
localities,  by  putting  a  20-percent  bur¬ 
den  on  those  States  that  would  choose 
the  food  stamp  program,  where  no  such 
requirement  is  made  in  the  food  distri¬ 
bution  program. 

If  the  committee  had  come  forward 
with  an  amendment  to  provide  a  20- 
percent  contributing  share  in  the  food 
distribution  program  as  well  as  in  the 
food  stamp  program,  I  could  say  that 
its  position  was  consistent.  But  the  di¬ 
rection  of  the  second  committee  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  to  improve  the  food  stamp 
program  operation,  not  to  provide  shar¬ 
ing  by  the  States,  but  to  cripple  its  opera¬ 
tion  and  to  destroy  it.  The  amendment 
is  the  wedge  to  discourage  those  States 
and  localities  from  using  food  stamps. 

What  are  we  dealing  with,  ladies  and 
gentlemen?  We  are  dealing  with  food, 
with  nutrition  for  needy  families.  I  sug¬ 
gest  to  my  friends  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  who  claim  to  be  conservatives — and 
I  think  that  is  a  proud  title — that  we 
have  heard  complaints  for  many  years, 
and  I  have  shared  these  complaints — • 
that  some  families  receiving  welfare  as¬ 
sistance  have  occasionally  used  funds 
that  they  receive  for  unnecessary  or  im¬ 
proper  purposes,  at  least  not  for  the 
basic  needs  of  the  family.  This  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  encourage  people  on 
public  assistance  and  to  utilize  those 
funds  for  food,  for  the  nutrition  of  their 
own  families.  And  at  once  there  becomes 
a  terrible  danger  of  scandal.  What  scan¬ 
dal?  Not  that  families  will  spend  funds 
for  luxuries  or  liquor  but  that  funds  will 
be  used  for  food. 

I  would  suggest,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
that  a  young  person  raised  in  a  family 
of  need  who  gets  a  chance  for  a  healthy 
and  nutritious  diet  and  who  has  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  an  education  and  a  few 
other  opportunities  may  not  be  a  wel¬ 
fare  parent  himself,  and  this  is  the  best 
kind  of  conservatism. 

This  is  the  kind  of  investment  in  peo¬ 
ple  that  is  going  to  make  a  difference  10 
years  from  now,  and  20  years  from  now, 
in  what  proportion  of  our  national  in¬ 
come  we  will  be  devoting  to  public  as¬ 
sistance  purposes.  It  is  an  investment  in 
nutrition  in  support  of  American  fam¬ 
ilies,  inviting  them  to  help  themselves 
and  advance  their  children  to  self-suf¬ 
ficient  and  contributing  citizenship. 

I  strongly  urge  all  Members  of  this 
Committee  to  act  to  eliminate  this 
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travagance  in  the  administration  or  con¬ 
duct  of  this  program? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  distinguished  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri  that  I  am  67  years  old 
and  that  I  have  been  watching  human 
nature  all  my  life  and  that  I  do  not  have 
to  have  anyone  testify  to  the  effect  that 
people  will  spend  other  people’s  money 
much  more  readily  than  they  will  spend 
funds  to  which  they  have  to  contribute 
even  a  small  part  themselves.  In  other 
words,  if  they  have  to  put  up  20  cents 
out  of  every  dollar  the  States  are  going 
to  take  a  pretty  good  look  at  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  program,  and  that  state¬ 
ment  goes  just  as  well  for  the  great 
State  of  Texas  as  it  does  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  from  which  the  gentlewoman 
comes.  That  is  also  true  of  any  other 
State  in  the  Union. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  the  provision  to  require  20-per¬ 
cent  financial  participation  by  the  States 
contained  in  the  amended  version  of 
H.R.  1318  to  extend  the  Food  Stamp  Act, 
as  reported  by  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee. 

To  enjoy  the  benefits  of  the  food-stamp 
program  as  it  presently  operates,  States 
and  localities  are  required  to  pay  admin¬ 
istrative  costs,  including  certification  of 
eligible  families  and  coupon  issuance  and 
accounting.  Such  costs  typically  run  to 
about  7  percent  of  the  value  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  “bonus.”  Thus,  Wisconsin  sources, 
for  instance,  will  be  contributing  some 
$90,000  to  the  program  in  fiscal  1967.  Re¬ 
quiring  an  additional  20  percent  State 
contribution  in  the  future  might  well 
mean  cancellation  of  the  program  in 
Wisconsin  and  other  States. 

I  have  watched  the  food-stamp  pro¬ 
gram  since  it  started.  It  is  one  of  the 
finest  programs  the  Federal  Government 
has  sponsored  for  the  benefit  of  low- 
income  families. 

To  the  some  25,000  low-income  people 
in  22  Wisconsin  counties  now  using  food 
stamps,  the  program  means  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  shop  for  foods  of  their  choice 
with  dignity. 

At  present  and  anticipated  levels  of 
operation,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  estimates  that  the  total 
value  of  “bonus”  food  coupons  issued  to 
Wisconsin  participants  this  fiscal  year 
will  reach  $1.3  million,  compared  to  some 
$642,000  in  fiscal  1966  when  13  counties 
had  programs.  One  more  county — 
Adams — has  been  designated  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  this  year,  to  bring  the  State’s  total 
to  23  food-stamp  counties. 

In  order  to  assure  that  this  worth¬ 
while  program  is  permitted  to  continue 
in  Wisconsin  and  other  States,  the  20- 
percent  provision  should  be  eliminated 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  call  upon  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
continue  the  food-stamp  program  as  it 
was  originally  adopted  in  1964.  The  food- 
stamp  program  is  an  outgrowth  of  a  pilot 
program,  tested  and  proved  successful  in 
every  respect,  in  43  divergent  areas  of 
this  Nation.  It  has  been  judiciously  ex¬ 
panded  to  more  than  600  areas  and  fur¬ 
ther  gradual  expansion  is  contemplated 
under  this  authorization. 

The  proposed  change  in  this  pro¬ 
gram — the  requirement  that  localities 


pick  up  the  tab  for  20  percent  of  the 
bonus  coupons — has  been  termed  a  crip¬ 
pling  amendment.  It  is  more  than  that. 
It  is,  in  fact,  a  death  sentence. 

Its  adoption  most  certainly  would  re¬ 
turn  hungry  f  amilies  to  the  dole  of  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  foods. 

Experience  has  shown  us  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  program  is  the  most  efficient  way  to 
move  more  nutritious  food  to  more  de¬ 
serving  people  of  any  method  yet  devised. 
It  helps  hungry  adults  and  children.  It 
has  the  overwhelming  support  of  the  food 
industry — from  the  farmer  to  the  groc¬ 
ery  store.  It  has  won  the  praise  of  our 
banking  industry  and  welfare  officials. 
It  has  improved  health  and  the  economy 
in  every  area  where  it  operated. 

In  spite  of  this  efficiency  and  accept¬ 
ance,  the  one  local  criticism  that  is  heard 
of  the  program  is  that  it  is  presently  too 
expensive.  The  very  areas  which  need 
this  program  the  most  are  those  areas 
which  can  least  afford  the  cost  of  the 
present  program.  Yet,  these  impover¬ 
ished  areas,  under  enlightened  local 
leadership,  are  making  the  sacrifice  to 
finance  the  program  and  many  more 
have  requested  assistance.  Others  are 
waiting — attempting  to  find  ways  of  fi¬ 
nancing  it.  Still  others  find  the  cost  pro¬ 
hibitive  under  present  circumstances. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  the  Members 
of  the  Committee  that  it  makes  no  sense 
to  say  to  these  areas — already  in  desper¬ 
ate  straits — that  we  are  going  to  triple 
and  quadruple  the  cost  to  the  locality.  It 
will  spell  the  end  of  this  program.  It  will 
result  in  the  return  to  the  dole. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  arise 
in  support  of  H.R.  1318,  as  originally  in¬ 
troduced  by  our  distinguished  colleague, 
Mrs.  Sullivan,  and  I  urge  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  Agriculture  Committee’s 
amendment  requiring  State  matching. 

The  food-stamp  plan  is  operating  suc¬ 
cessfully  in  Tarrant  County,  Tex.,  part 
of  which  is  in  my  congressional  district, 
and  I  am  well  acquainted  with  the  self- 
help  features  of  the  program. 

Approval  of  this  particular  committee 
amendment  could  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses  kill  the  program,  inasmuch  as  it  is 
far  from  certain  that  any  State  is  in  a 
position  to  assume  the  additional  budg¬ 
etary  requirements  of  the  20-percent 
State  participation  provision.  Therefore, 
I  urge  the  elimination  of  the  20-percent 
cost-sharing  amendment. 

This  will  permit  the  continuation  of 
a  worthwhile  program  which  cannot  be 
termed  a  handout.  It  should  be  empha¬ 
sized  that,  under  the  food-stamp  plan 
as  it  now  functions,  participants  pur¬ 
chase  approximately  two-thirds  of  the 
stamps  required  to  obtain  adequate  food 
for  their  diet  and  receive  approximate¬ 
ly  one-third  as  a  bonus. 

Thousands  of  needy  Texans  are  eat¬ 
ing  better,  and  retail  food  sales  are  in¬ 
creasing  since  Federal  food  stamps  first 
were  used  in  Tarrant  County  in  1965. 

For  example,  when  the  food-stamp  pro¬ 
gram  opened  in  Pecos  County,  Ray  Mar¬ 
tinez  of  the  Texas  Department  of  Pub- 
lice  Welfare  said: 

This  Is  just  like  a  new  business  coining 
into  the  community,  for  it  will  increase  the 
food  buying  power  of  low-income  families, 
and,  in  turn,  will  increase  retail  business  and 
create  more  Jobs. 


Experience  also  reveals  that  the  eli¬ 
gible  persons  under  the  program  are  eat¬ 
ing  more  nutritious  meals.  Through  the 
purchase  of  food  coupons,  the  eligible 
housewife  is  able  to  add  an  average  of 
about  35  percent  to  funds  allowed  for 
food  by  local  welfare  department 
budgets. 

She  has  relative  freedom  in  spending 
the  coupons,  and  the  cushion  they  pro¬ 
vide  can  make  the  difference  between 
adequate  nutrition  and  bare  subsistence. 
The  coupon  plan  gives  participants  a 
freedom  of  choice  in  what  they  eat  and 
where  they  buy  it  that  is  impossible 
under  the  older  Federal  program 
through  which  federally  owned  foods, 
mostly  surplus  staples,  are  distributed  to 
the  needy  on  an  as- available  basis. 

Not  only  does  the  program  help  the 
peedy  get  more  nutritional  diets,  but  also 
“it  places  the  distribution  of  commod¬ 
ities  back  into  the  normal  channel  which 
is  extremely  important  if  the  free  enter¬ 
prise  system  is  to  be  maintained,”  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Texas  Wholesale  Grocers 
Association. 

R.  J.  Lewallen,  executive  vice  president 
of  the  association,  said  that  the  food- 
stamp  program  is  the  only  available 
method  to  see  that  underprivileged 
Americans  are  properly  fed.  He  further- 
expresses  the  concern  that  any  addi¬ 
tional  cost  to  the  State  would  detract 
from  other  services  provided  to  the  needy 
by  the  State. 

During  the  past  month,  some  10,000 
low-income  persons  enjoyed  the  benefits 
of  more  adequate  diets  with  the  help  of 
food  stamps  in  10  Texas  counties:  Brew¬ 
ster,  Culberson,  El  Paso,  Hudspeth,  Jeff 
Davis,  Pecos,  Presidio,  Red  River,  Tar¬ 
rant  and  Terrell.  Currently  the  partici¬ 
pants  are  receiving  some  $65,000  per 
month  in  “bonus”  food  coupons  from  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to  be 
added  to  their  own  normal  food  expendi¬ 
tures. 

At  present  and  anticipated  levels  of 
operation  of  the  food-stamp  program, 
USDA  estimates  that  the  total  Federal 
“bonus”  coupons  flowing  into  the  10 
Texas  counties’  economies  this  fiscal 
year  may  exceed  $590,000  in  value. 

It  is  a  good  program  and  it  is  working, 
and  it  seems  unwise  to  put  it  in  jeopardy 
by  the  requirement  of  State  matching. 
This  requirement,  in  careless  or  recal¬ 
citrant  States,  could  in  effect  stop  the 
program. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  food-stamp  program  is  a  suc¬ 
cess  by  any  standards  yet  we  are  being 
asked  here  today  to  destroy  it. 

If  we  pass  H.R.  1318  in  the  form  in 
which  it  was  reported  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  there  can  be  no 
other  result. 

The  ill-conceived  committee  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  require  20-percent 
State  participation  certainly  would  ter¬ 
minate  the  program  in  California  and  in 
all  likelihood  all  of  the  40  participating 
States. 

In  California  it  would  be  necessary  for 
the  State  to  allocate  $1,585,334  in  order 
to  continue  the  program  at  the  present 
level.  In  Los  Angeles  County  alone  $975,- 
009  would  be  required  in  matching  funds. 

Now  all  of  us  who  read  the  newspapers 
are  aware  of  the  difficulties  which  have 
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been  experienced  by  Governor  Reagan 
with  his  budget.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me 
that  he  would  ask  the  legislature  for  $1.5 
million  to  keep  this  program  going. 

The  ultimate  result  is  obvious — the 
80,727  poor  people  in  Los  Angeles  County 
who  are  being  afforded  a  better,  more  nu¬ 
tritious  diet  would  no  longer  be  able  to 
participate  in  the  program. 

To  my  colleagues  who  oppose  the  food- 
stamp  plan  I  wish  to  state  that  this  is 
no  “give  away”  program. 

It  is  a  self-help  program  in  the  strictest 
sense  of  the  term.  I  wish  to  emphasize 
that  those  participating  must  pay  for  ap¬ 
proximately  two-thirds  of  the  stamps 
which  they  receive  and  in  turn  they  re¬ 
ceive  approximately  one-third  as  a  bonus. 

I  urge  rejection  of  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee’s  amendments  and  the 
passage  of  the  bill  as  originally  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mrs.  Sullivan. 

A  sampling  of  report  in  the  California 
press  demonstrated  approval  of  this  suc¬ 
cessful  program  gs  it  now  exists. 

Newspapers  from  Modoc  County  in  the 
north  to  Los  Angeles  and  Pasadena  in 
the  south  have  made  favorable  comments 
on  the  program,  the  extension  of  which  is 
in  jeopardy  here  today. 

The  Los  Angeles  Times,  for  example, 
on  September  8,  1966,  carried  a  column 
by  Dr.  P.  J.  Stare,  Department  of  Nutri¬ 
tion,  Harvard  University,  which  is  head¬ 
lined  “United  States  Helps  Needy  Gain 
Nutrition.”  Among  Dr.  Stare’s  comments 
are  these: 

Pood  stamp  families  have  made  signifi¬ 
cant  increases  in  the  value  of  foods  used  and 
80  percent  of  the  increase  is  attributed  to 
meat,  poultry,  fish,  milk,  eggs,  fruits  and 
vegetables.  The  participants  have  better  diets 
than  nonparticipants  of  the  same  income 
level. 

In  one  area,  48  percent  of  the  participating 
families  had  diets  meeting  National  Research 
Recommended  Dietary  Allowances  as  com¬ 
pared  with  29  percent  before  the  plan.  Health 
workers  and  school  officials  think  they  have 
observed  general  improvement  in  the  health 
of  the  children. 

On  August  30,  1965,  the  San  Jose  Mer¬ 
cury  commented  editorially: 

The  (Pood  Stamp)  Plan  has  a  good  deal  to 
recommend  it  and  unless  the  supervisors  find 
compelling  reasons  to  the  contrary,  it  prob¬ 
ably  should  be  put  into  effect  here. 

Santa  Clara  County,  of  which  San 
Jose  is  the  county  seat,  has  been  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  participation  in  the  near  future. 

The  Pasadena  Independent  in  a  De¬ 
cember  20,  1965,  editorial  stated: 

In  its  humanitarian  purposes  the  program 
Is  highly  commendable.  It  goes  beyond  a 
dole  or  a  handout  by  making  help  available 
to  those  persons  who  cannot  provide  all  of 
the  vital  necessities  of  life  yet  are  willing 
to  go  part  of  the  way  in  helping  themselves. 

In  December  1965  the  Contra  Costa 
Labor  Journal  carried  a  story  with  the 
headline  “Pood-Stamp  Program  Starts — 
Low-Paid  Workers  Can  Benefit”  follow¬ 
ing  the  inauguration  of  the  program  in 
Contra  Costa  County.  The  then  Cali¬ 
fornia  State  .Welfare  Director  J.  M. 
Wedemeyer  was  quoted  at  some  length 
on  the  value  of  the  county’s  participation 
in  the  program. 

Wedemeyer  also  is  quoted  in  the  Au¬ 
gust  20,  1965,  Food  Mart  News  as  term¬ 


ing  the  food-stamp  plan  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  advance  ever  made  toward  meet¬ 
ing  the  food  budget  problems  of  low- 
income  families.  He  said: 

It  enables  such  families  to  Increase  the 
buying  power  of  their  limited  food  budget 
dollars  by  as  much  as  50  percent. 

The  Modoc  County  Record  on  March  2, 
1967,  carried  a  story  headlined  “  ‘Best 
Move  Possible’  Says  State  Head  of  Food- 
Stamp  Program”  in  which  the  State  ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  program,  Fen  Hil¬ 
dreth,  called  participation  by  Modoc 
County  “unquestionably  the  wisest,  most 
economical  move  your  county  can  make 
in  administering  aid  to  needy.” 

Mary  Tobin,  a  columnist  in  the  San 
Francisco  Examiner  and  Chronicle,  de¬ 
voted  considerable  comment  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  on  October  16,  1966.  She  stated: 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  Food 
Stamps  are  not  a  hand-out.  Not  charity.  In 
dollars  and  cents  they  are  an  investment  in 
human  beings.  Inadequate  diet  is  recognized 
as  a  major  cause  of  poor  health  among  fam¬ 
ilies  with  low  incomes.  The  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  is  a  new  method  of  helping  low-income 
and  welfare-aided  families  “help  themselves” 
to  better  diets.  And  better  health. 

In  spite  of  the  success  of  the  program 
in  California,  its  future  is  in  doubt.  A 
requirement  of  20  percent  financial  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  States  would  in  all  like¬ 
lihood  bring  about  cancellation  of  the 
program  in  California,  which  is  beset 
with  budget  problems.  Such  a  provision 
is  contained  in  the  bill  to  extend  the  Food 
Stamp  Act,  as  reported  by  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee,  and  it  should  be 
stricken  when  the  bill  is  considered  in  the 
House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  has  expired.  All  time 
has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “and  not  in  excess  of  such 
sum  as  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  Con¬ 
gress  for  any  subsequent  fiscal  year”  and 
substituting  therefor  “and  for  each  subse¬ 
quent  fiscal  year  such  sum  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  Page  1,  line  5, 
strike  out  lines  5  through  9  and  insert  in 
lieu  there  of  the  following:  the  word  "and” 
the  first  time  it  appears  therein  and  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  word  “1967;”  the  words  “not 
in  excess  of  $195,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968;  ” 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Landrum,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  1318)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967,  had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


SE  May  15,  1967 

\  GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

\  Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  all  Members  shall 
hkve  5  legislative  days  within  which 
tolrevise  and  extend  their  remarks  dur¬ 
ing  the  general  debate  on  the  bill  H.RJ 
13lfl.  H 

Tvie  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  \  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  ?  /  ; 

Til' re  was  no  objection.  / 


RESOLUTION  SUPPORTING  FIGHT¬ 
ING  MEN  IN  VIETNAM  / 

(Mr.  HULL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  \  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in\the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  Vnatter.)  J 

Mr.  HULL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  members 
of  the  Missouri  Federation  of  Women’s 
Democratic^  Clubs  of  the  Eighth  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  Missoury  recently 
held  a  convention  in  which  thay  adopted 
a  resolution  expressing  support  of  our 
young  men  fighting  for  freedom  in  Viet¬ 
nam  and  elsewhere  and  reaffirming  their 
support  of  tHeir  able  Congressman,  the 
Honorable  Riohard  H.  IcHoro. 

Under  leave\to  extend  ray  remarks,  I 
include  this  resolution:  / 

Resolution  / 

Whereas,  this  \  Missouri/  Federation  of 
Women’s  Democratic  Club sj  of  the  8th  Con¬ 
gressional  District  If  Missouri  has  previously, 
in  conventions  assembled^  gone  on  record 
in  support  and  commendation  of  our  great 
Democratic  Federal  land  S3 tate  officials,  and 
also  our  capable  and  renowned  Congres¬ 
sional  Representative  Honorable  Richard  H. 
Ichord;  and  \  / 

Whereas,  this  8th  District  Federation  of 
Women’s  Democratic  (Subs  is  proud  to  have 
contributed  so  many!  Democratic  women 
leaders  to  the  work  jo  A  our  great  party  in 
their  communities  and  counties,  our  nation 
and  state,  and  we  / would  especially  com¬ 
mend  Mrs.  Sallie  Hhileyi  of  Saline  County, 
National  Committeewomari;  Mrs.  Ruby  Jane 
Happy,  of  Cole  County,  \state  Director  of 
the  Department  ouBusinesfe  and  Administra¬ 
tion  and  State  President!  of  the  Missouri 
Federated  Women’s  Democratic  Clubs;  Mrs. 
Mary  Lozier,  formerly  of  Cole  County,  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Missouri  State  Council  on  the 
Arts  and  Immediate  Past-President  of  our 
State  Federation  of  Women’s  Democratic 
Clubs;  Mrs.  Alyfce  Moore,  Assistant  Supervisor 
of  Safety  Responsibility,  Department  of  Rev¬ 
enue  of  Missouri  and  President  of  the  Jef¬ 
ferson  Democratic  Women’s  Club  of  Cole 
County;  Mm.  Jean  Casey,  of  \  Washington 
County,  Ejmcutive  Secretary  ol  the  State 
Board  of  Cosmetology,  and  Mrs\  Rubye  M. 
Kocher,  of/  Cole  County,  Supervmr  of  Cor¬ 
poration  Franchise  Tax,  Department  of  Rev¬ 
enue  of  Missouri;  and  \ 

Whereas,  this  8th  District  Federation  of 
Women  'sj  Democratic  Clubs,  here  assembled 
at  the  (Holiday  Inn  on  the  Lake)  of  the 
Ozarks,  An  the  heart  of  Missouri’s  beautiful 
Vacatiopland,  appreciates  the  effolts  and 
time  expended  by  the  hostess  club.  Cameo, 
of  Camden  County,  in  the  preparation  and 
arrangements  for  the  comfort  and  enjoy¬ 
ment/  of  our  officers,  delegates  and  guests; 
and  /  \ 

Wtiereas,  on  the  fields  of  battle  abroad, 
anc y  especially  Vietnam,  war  has  claimetn  the 
lives  of  many  of  our  citizens  and  especially 
our  youth,  others  are  fighting  presently,  and 
many  more  are  preparing  to  Join  the  Fiaht 
icjr  Freedom  in  the  world.  \ 

/  Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved :  That  this 
Spring  1967  Convention  of  the  Missouri  FecL- 
(e ration  of  Women’s  Democratic  Clubs  of  thl 
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amendment,  which  is  invalid,  inappro¬ 
priate,  and  a  dangerous  limitation  on  a 
successful  program,  one  that  has  no 
relation  to  proper  concerns  of  cost  or 
proper  operation  of  this  most  humane, 
and  efficient,  I  believe,  of  recent  Govern¬ 
ment  programs  for  the  assistance  of 
American  families. 

I  compliment  the  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri  for  sponsorship  and  unfailing 
support  of  the  program. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Edwards]  . 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wish  to  add  just  a  few  re¬ 
marks. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  count. 
Thirty-one  Members  are  present,  not  a 
quorum.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  89] 


Abernethy 

Fulton,  Term. 

Nedzi 

Ashbrook 

Gardner 

Nix 

Ashley 

Giaimo 

Passman 

Barrett 

Goodell 

Pool 

Bingham 

Green,  Oreg. 

Pucinski 

Blatnik 

Green,  Pa. 

Purcell 

Bow 

Hagan 

Reinecke 

Button 

Halpern 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rodino 

Cabell 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Ronan 

Cahill 

Hawkins 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Carey 

Hays 

Rostenkowskl 

Celler 

Helstoski 

Roybal 

Clark 

Holifield 

Ruppe 

Collier 

Holland 

Sandman 

Conte 

Howard 

Satterfield 

Conyers 

Jacobs 

St  Germain 

Corbett 

Jones,  Mo. 

St.  Onge 

Cowger 

King,  N.Y.  « 

Schneebell 

Culver 

Kleppe 

Shipley 

Davis,  Wis. 

Kluczynski 

Shriver 

Delaney 

Laird 

Sisk 

Dellenback 

Lloyd 

Smith,  Iowa 

Dent 

McDade 

Snyder 

Diggs 

McEwen 

Stanton 

Dulskl 

McMillan 

Steed 

Dwyer 

Macdonald, 

Tiernan 

Edwards,  La. 

Mass. 

Tuck 

Eilberg 

MacGregor 

Tunney 

Everett 

Machen 

Watkins 

Fino 

Madden 

Whalley 

Fisher 

Meeds 

Williams,  Miss. 

Flood 

Morgan 

Willis 

Flynt 

Morton 

Wyatt 

Ford, 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wydler 

William  D. 

Myers 

Younger 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Landrum,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  H.R.  1318,  and  finding  itself  without 
.a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  331  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  sub¬ 
mitted  herewith  the  names  of  the  ab¬ 
sentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Edwards]. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may  have  the  attention 
of  the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri,  I 
have  several  questions  that  I  should  like 
to  ask  for  my  own  clarification. 

Do  I  correctly  understand  that  the 
local  officials  in  a  State  determine  those 
who  are  eligible  to  receive  aid  under  the 
food  stamp  program? 


Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Is  the 
authority  to  determine  those  eligible 
looked  over  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  appropriate  State 
authorities? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could,  go 
into  the  details  about  an  individual,  but 
if  the  community  or  the  county  wants  to 
enter  into  a  food  stamp  program,  they 
apply  to  the  director  of  welfare  of  their 
State,  and  the  director  of  welfare  applies 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  It  has 
been  alleged  that  in  at  least  one  large 
city,  just  prior  to  an  anticipated  strike, 
the  food  stamp  officials  called  the  local 
union  officials  and  asked  for  a  list  of 
those  going  on  strike,  or  the  union  mem¬ 
bers,  so  that  preliminary  work  could  be 
done  in  respect  to  those  individuals  go¬ 
ing  on  strike  so  that  could  get  aid  under 
the  food  stamp  program.  My  question, 
without  arguing  pro  or  con  whether  that 
is  good  or  bad,  is  simply  this:  Is  that 
permissible  under  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram?  Does  the  Government  consider 
that  a  person  who  is  on  strike  is  eligible? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman,  if  he  will  yield  further,  that, 
yes,  if  such  a  person  meets  the  income 
qualifications  set  up  for  that  State  under 
that  program,  that  individual  would  be 
able  to  qualify  whether  he  was  on  strike 
or  not,  depending  on  his  income  and 
the  assets  of  the  family. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  At  the 
given  time? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  At  the  given  time. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  In  other 
words,  assuming  that  the  individual 
makes  adequate  income  while  working 
and  would  not  be  eligible,  if  by  placing 
himself  on  strike,  whatever  the  purpose 
of  the  strike,  he  then  takes  his  income 
level  down  to  a  level  which  would  make 
him  eligible,  he  would  then  receive  Gov¬ 
ernment  aid  in  the  form  of  food  stamps? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Yes.  For  the  State  of 
Alabama  the  resources  would  have  to  be 
four  times  the  monthly  scale.  So  if  they 
qualify - 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  You  are 
going  to  have  to  talk  a  little  more  in  lay¬ 
man’s  language.  What  are  resources? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  His  liquid  assets. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  I  see. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  do  not  think  they 
go  into  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
individual  was  on  strike  for  the  next 
few  months  or  the  next  few  weeks.  It 
depends  entirely  on  whether  he  meets 
the  qualifications. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Has  the 
committee  considered  whether  this  is,  in 
effect,  aiding  a  striking  union  in  its  bar¬ 
gaining  with  management? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  For  this  particular 
example,  I  believe  the  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Has  the 
committee  considered  this  fact? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  the  committee  has  gone  into 
this.  I  had  it  brought  to  my  attention 
and  I  was  given  to  understand  that,  yes, 
if  the  people  would  qualify  from  their 
liquid  assets  and  their  income,  they 
would  be  eligible  to  receive  the  benefits. 


Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  May  I 
have  the  Chairman’s  attention?  May  I 
ask  the  Chairman  if  the  committee  has 
considered  the  fact  whether  giving  this 
aid  to  striking  employees  is,  in  effect,  put¬ 
ting  the  Government  in  the  position  of 
assisting  labor  against  management? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
It  is  clear  that  the  committee  did  not 
consider  it  at  this  session  of  Congress, 
but  it  was  considered  3  years  ago  when 
the  original  legislation  was  passed. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Did  the 
committee  consider  that,  in  effect,  the 
Government  was  assisting  the  union 
against  management,  but  did  not  feel 
that  was  sufficient  cause  for  failing  to 
qualify? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No,  the  committee  did  not 
make  any  finding  on  that  matter.  The 
committee  did  not  take  any  position. 
Obviously,  it  did  not  feel  we  were  giving 
aid. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Is  it  the 
Chairman’s  view  that  such  aid  and  assist¬ 
ance  is  proper  within  the  laws  as  written? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  believe  so,  yes. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  say  under  the  direct  distribution 
program  they  could  qualify  also.  They 
qualify,  whether  it  be  direct  distribution 
or  not. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri. 

(Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Feighan] 
such  time  as  he  may  consume. 

(Mr.  FEIGHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  food  stamp  program, 
but  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  provi¬ 
sion  requiring  20-percent  participation 
by  the  States  in  the  purchase  of  bonus 
coupons. 

The  very  real  success  of  this  program 
to  date  has,  in  large  part,  resulted  from 
the  careful  study  that  has  been  given  it 
by  the  Congress.  The  program  as  we 
know  it  today  is  the  gradually  expanded 
result  of  practical  research  which  was 
accomplished  through  experience  in  the 
pilot  areas.  In  none  of  the  pilot  areas — 
and  in  none  of  the  operating  areas — has 
the  locality  been  requested  to  pay  a  share 
of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons.  They 
have  shared  in  the  cost  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses. 

The  participants  in  the  program — 
those  individuals  purchasing  the 
stamps — have  shared  in  the  cost  of  the 
coupons.  This  is  the  manner  in  which  the 
pilot  programs  were  developed.  It  was 
this  experience  that  formed  the  basis  for 
the  1964  act.  An  attempt  at  that  time  to 
require  State  and  local  cost-sharing  on 
the  bonus  coupons  was  soundly  defeated. 
The  participating  localities  came  into 
this  program  in  good  faith,  with  no  ex¬ 
pectation  that  they  would  at  some  later 
date  be  asked  to  greatly  increase  their 
cost. 
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In  the  Cleveland  area,  there  are  about 
63,000  men,  women,  and  children  receiv¬ 
ing  adequate  food  under  this  program, 
paying  two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  the 
stamps  themselves  and  receiving  an  aver¬ 
age  of  $6.61  worth  of  additional  food 
purchasing  power  per  month. 

If  the  State  were  required  to  pay  20 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  bonus  cou¬ 
pons,  that  would  be  about  $3,000,000  a 
year  for  the  entire  State,  or  half-a-mil- 
lion  dollars  just  for  Cuyahoga  County. 

The  20-percent  provision  will  greatly 
impair  the  program  and  should  be  de¬ 
feated. 

I  have  received  many  letters  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  this  proposal  from  my  con¬ 
stituents.  I  have  also  received  letters 
from  State  officials  including  the  very 
able  and  distinguished  Governor  of  Ohio, 
James  A.  Rhodes,  which  I  include: 

The  State  of  Ohio, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 

State  House,  Columbus,  May  9, 1967. 
Hon.  Michael  A.  Feighan, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Feighan:  I  am  writing 
to  express  my  concern  over  HR  1318,  the 
Food  Stamp  Authorization  Bill  of  1967.  The 
measure  was  amended  by  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  to  limit  the  food  stamp 
program  to  a  one  year  extension  and  to  re¬ 
quire  participating  states  to  contribute  20% 
of  the  bonus  value  of  the  stamps  distributed. 

Under  the  existing  law,  the  food  stamp 
program  is  funded  entirely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Requiring  20%  state  participa¬ 
tion  would  result  in  severely  curtailing,  if 
not  terminating  the  food  stamp  program  in 
Ohio.  Several  million  dollars  would  be  in¬ 
volved. 

More  than  175,000  Ohioans  in  twenty-three 
of  our  state’s  twenty-four  Congressional  Dis¬ 
tricts  presently  participate  in  the  program. 
The  continuation  of  its  benefits  for  these 
people  is  at  stake.  I  urge  you  to  oppose  these 
amendments  and  support  the  continuation 
of  the  existing  food  stamp  program  should 
HR  1318  come  to  the  House  floor. 

Sincerely, 

James  A.  Rhodes, 

Governor. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Bevill]  such  time  as  he  may  consume. 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  endorse 
the  original  bill  as  introduced.  I  am  for 
the  bill  but  opposed  to  the  amendments 
attached  thereto. 

(Mr.  BEVILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
faced  with  fundamental  decisions  re¬ 
specting  the  food  stamp  program  of  1964. 
If  the  Congress  has  not  acted  affirma¬ 
tively  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  this 
excellent  program  ends.  We  have  only 
about  6  weeks  in  which  to  resolve  our  dif¬ 
ferences  and  extend  a  program  which  on 
the  whole  has  been  very  well  received. 
More  significant  perhaps  than  its  ac¬ 
ceptance  has  been  its  success  in  improv¬ 
ing  the  diets  of  nearly  2  million  of  our 
fellow  citizens. 

I  presume  to  speak  with  some  author¬ 
ity  on  this  program.  We  eased  into  it  de¬ 
liberately  and  cautiously.  We  walked  be¬ 
fore  we  tried  to  run.  Bills  were  introduced 
as  early  as  1954;  we  waited  a  whole  dec¬ 
ade  to  enact  the  1964  legislation. 
Actually,  we  had  pilot  projects  beginning 


in  1961.  The  act  of  1964  authorized  a 
program  through  June  30,  1967.  Surely 
the  results  evident  today  strongly  sup¬ 
port  its  extension,  and  that  without 
crippling  amendments. 

Walker  County  in  my  district  was  one 
of  those  pilot  projects.  There  were  others, 
older  pilot  projects  in  West  Virginia  and 
several  other  States.  My  Walker  County 
came  into  the  program  on  May  6,  1963.  It 
is  a  voluntary  program — we  did  not  have 
to  take  it.  But  we  did  try  it  and  we  find 
it  very  helpful  to  a  lot  of  people.  As  of 
January  1967  a  total  of  4,738  persons  in 
Walker  County  were  participating  in  the 
food  stamp  program.  Of  that  total  2,022 
persons  were  under  public  assistance  and 
2,716  were  not  under  public  assistance. 
The  average  stamp  bonus  per  person  in 
January  1967  was  $7.27.  In  other  words,  if 
the  entire  grocery  bill  of  these  low-in¬ 
come  people  was  covered  by  coupons 
issued,  they  were  eating  49  percent  better 
than  would  otherwise  have  been  the  case. 
Not  only  do  they  buy  more  to  eat,  but 
studies  of  other  pilot  counties  indicate  a 
significant  increase  in  purchases  of  high- 
quality  protein  and  protective  foods. 

H.R.  1381,  as  introduced  by  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan], 
properly  puts  the  program  on  the  basis 
that  it  is  not  to  be  terminated  unless  and 
until  the  Congress  does  so.  As  amended 
by  the  committee,  authorization  for  fu¬ 
ture  appropriations  would  be  limited  to 
fiscal  1968.  That  is  bad,  almost  if  not 
quite  unworkable.  If  accepted,  that 
amendment  would  mean  that  next  year 
and  each  year  thereafter,  if  the  program 
should  survive  such  a  strangling  tech¬ 
nique,  the  Congress  would  first  have 
to  pass  a  new  food  stamp  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  before  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  could  even  consider  a 
request  for  funds.  I  support  H.R.  1318  as 
introduced  in  January.  It  would  permit 
orderly  programing  and  budgeting,  not 
only  by  the  Federal  Government  but  by 
the  States  and  local  governments  in¬ 
volved.  Under  the  amendment  proposed, 
all  would  be  uncertain  if  not  chaotic. 
This  aspect,  the  need  for  a  definite,  con¬ 
tinuing  program  able  to  include  addi¬ 
tional  areas  becomes  doubly  Important 
in  the  months  and  years  ahead  as  Gov¬ 
ernment  food  distribution  of  “surpluses” 
will  be  increasingly  restricted  by  reduced 
availabilities.  We  need  not  regret  the 
decline  in  a  program  which  handed  out  a 
few  items  on  the  basis  of  availabilities  if 
we  have  the  food  stamp  program  with 
procurement  of  food  in  our  regular  mar¬ 
keting  channels  where  stamp  users  have 
access  to  the  same  foods  available  to 
others  in  our  society. 

The  other  amendment  proposed  by  the 
committee  would  have  even  worse  results. 
Beginning  July  1,  1969,  each  State  would 
be  made  responsible  for  financing  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  value  of  the  coupon  allot¬ 
ments  issued  to  eligible  households  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  house¬ 
holds. 

This  not  only  raises  a  serious  question 
of  whether  the  States  and  local  commu¬ 
nities  can  afford  such  additional  charges, 
but  also  whether  it  is  fair.  The  burden 
upon  the  non-Federal  section  is  now  very 
heavy.  It  has  been  estimated  that  such 
charges  on  the  States  of  perhaps  $40  mil¬ 
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lion  per  year  would  force  most  of  the 
States  now  participating  out  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  discourage  others  from  enter¬ 
ing.  Thus  many  of  our  fellow  Americans 
would  be  deprived  of  basic  nutrition. 
Please  keep  in  mind  that  the  food  stamp 
program  is  not  a  substitute  for  welfare 
payments.  No  State  may  reduce  welfare 
benefits  because  of  the  operation  of  this 
program.  The  food  stamp  program  will, 
if  it  continues,  increasingly  substitute 
for  the  inadequate  rations  supplied  by 
Federal  distribution  of  “surplus”  foods, 
That  burden,  in  equity  should  continue 
to  be  the  responsibility  of  all  the  people. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Kee]  such  time  as  he  may  consume. 

(Mr.  KEE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  enthusiasti¬ 
cally  support  the  gentlelady  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mrs.  Sullivan],  in  her  efforts  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  that  the  States 
pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus 
food  coupons. 

In  McDowell  County,  which  is  located 
in  the  Fifth  Congressional  District  of 
West  Virginia,  the  Nation’s  first  test  of 
the  food  stamp  program  started  on  May 
29,  1961.  Therefore,  West  Virginia,  and 
especially  the  Fifth  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  is  fittingly  a  strong  advocate  and 
user  of  this  method  in  helping  low-in¬ 
come  families  obtain  more  adequate 
diets. 

The  food  stamp  recipients  enthusiasti¬ 
cally  support  the  program  which  now  op¬ 
erates  in  40  West  Virginia  counties  with 
over  93,000  participants.  This  essential 
program  will  soon  be  inaugurated  in  an 
additional  eight  counties  in  my  home 
State. 

Because  of  health  benefits,  which  have 
been  so  evident,  the  food  stamp  program 
should  be  active  in  all  55  counties  as  soon 
as  Federal  funds  are  available,  which 
when  completed  will  benefit  our  Nation. 
The  food  stamp  program  is  a  significant 
stepping  stone  for  low-income  West  Vir¬ 
ginians  in  providing  a  minimum  but  ade¬ 
quate  diet  which  is  vital  to  their  physical 
health. 

Merchants,  bankers,  mayors  and  other 
city  and  town  officials,  welfare  workers, 
and  recipients  are  frequently  quoted  in 
large  and  small  newspapers  throughout 
the  West  Virginia  food  stamp  areas,  and 
their  thoughts  add  up  to  a  general  agree¬ 
ment  that  the  food  stamp  program : 

First.  Helps  needy  families  to  buy 
more  and  better  food  with  dignity  and 
freedom  of  choice. 

Second.  Increases  business  for  re¬ 
tailers. 

Third.  Gives  a  boost  to  the  entire  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  area. 

Fourth.  Helps  expand  farm  markets. 

At  present  and  anticipated  levels  of 
operation  this  fiscal  year,  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  estimates  the 
total  value  of  “bonus”  food  coupons — 
representing  added  food-buying  power — 
flowing  into  the  economy  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  will  exceed  $7  million,  compared 
with  $4.3  million  in  fiscal  1966  when  18 
counties  had  programs. 

The  State  and  localities  are  required 
to  pay  the  administrative  costs  of  the 
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program.  Including  certification  of  eli¬ 
gible  families  and  coupon  issuance  and 
accounting.  Such  costs  typically  run  to 
about  7  percent  of  the  value  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  -  “bonus” — thus  West  Virginia 
sources  will  be  contributing  close  to 
$500,000  to  the  program  in  fiscal  1967. 

Requiring  an  additional  20 -percent 
contribution  in  the  future  might  well 
mean  cancellation  of  this  program  in 
West  Virginia  because  of  the  financial 
inability  of  my  home  State  to  fund  this 
additional  share. 

Such  a  provision  is  contained  as  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  1318,  the  bill  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  Food  Stamp  Act,  as  it  was  re¬ 
ported  by  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee.  In  order  to  insure  that  the 
program  continues  to  function  in  West 
Virginia  and  other  States,  this  undesir¬ 
able  provision  should  be  deleted  by  the 
House. 

Mayor  John  Pat  Flanning,  of  Iaeger, 
McDowell  County,  of  my  congressional 
district,  says  succinctly: 

If  the  program  were  stopped  it  would  kill 
the  merchants. 

No  one  has  dared  speculate  on  what  it 
would  do  to  nearly  100,000  low-income 
and  needy  residents  of  West  Virginia. 

West  Virginia  counties  in  the  food 
stamp  program  as  of  April  1967  are: 
Fayette,  McDowell,  Mercer,  Mingo,  Mon¬ 
roe,  Summers,  and  Wyoming  Counties 
of  my  congressional  district,  as  well  as 
Barbour,  Boone,  Braxton,  Cabell  Cal¬ 
houn,  Clay,  Doddridge,  Gilmer,  Green¬ 
brier,  Harrison,  Jackson,  Kanawha, 
Lewis,  Lincoln,  Logan,  Marion,  Mason, 
Monongalia,  Nicholas,  Pendleton,  Po¬ 
cahontas,  Preston,  Putnam,  Raleigh, 
Randolph,  Roane,  Taylor,  Tucker,  Up¬ 
shur,  Wayne,  Webster,  Wirt,  Wood. 

Scheduled  to  inaugurate  programs 
during  May  1967  are  these  counties: 
Brooke,  Hancock,  Marshall,  Ohio,  Pleas¬ 
ants,  Ritchie,  Tyler,  Wetzel. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that 
this  amendment  be  deleted  by  the  House 
because  this  program  is  so  essential  to 
the  health  of  our  citizens  who  have  been 
found  eligible  due  to  an  insufficient  in¬ 
come  to  provide  an  adequate  diet.  Espe¬ 
cially  does  this  program  benefit  the  youth 
of  today  to  develop  physicially  for  the 
responsibilities  that  will  be  theirs 
tomorrow. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  an  investment  in  the  future  of 
America. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Hechler]  ,  such  time  as  he  may  consume. 

Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  food  stamp  program  has 
helped  nearly  100,000  West  Virginians, 
all  of  whom  are  grateful  for  the  valiant 
fight  made  by  the  champion  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan], 

In  my  own  congressional  district, 
24,000  persons  are  receiving  $2  million  in 
bonus  coupons.  These  people  would 
otherwise  not  be  able  to  afford  a  mini¬ 
mum  diet. 

The  State  of  West  Virginia  is  one  of 
the  States  which  finances  the  entire  cost 
of  the  food  stamp  program,  with  no  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  localities  benefited. 
The  committee  has  proposed  the  require¬ 


ment  that  the  States  pay  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  program.  Such  a  commit¬ 
tee  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
mean  the  end  of  the  food  stamp  program 
in  West  Virginia,  because  it  would  re¬ 
quire  our  State  to  pay  $2  million  a  year. 
Of  this  cost,  $500,000  would  be  in  my 
own  congressional  district.  The  Governor 
of  West  Virginia,  the  Honorable  Hulett  C. 
Smith,  has  wired  me  that  with  this  pro¬ 
vision  the  food  stamp  program  would 
have  to  be  abandoned  in  West  Virginia. 
I  certainly  hope  that  this  amendment  is 
rejected  when  it  comes  up  on  the  floor. 

(Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
GathingsI,  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  bill  as  presented  to  us  should 
be  approved  by  the  House.  It  is  a  rea¬ 
sonable  approach  in  a  continuation  of 
the  food  stamp  program  which  has  been 
and  is  most  successful.  It  has  worked 
well. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  food  stamp  program  for  I 
year  and  stipulates  $195  million  as  a  ceil¬ 
ing  on  Federal  expenditure.  The  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan], 
who  has  done  lauderable  work  in  spon¬ 
soring  this  act  from  its  inception,  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  a  bill  which  called  for  a 
permanent  extension  and  left  the  amount 
of  yearly  Federal  outlay  in  funds  to  be 
approved  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  of  both  Houses,  that  is  by  the 
Congress  itself  each  year.  The  1-year  ex¬ 
tension,  with  the  specific  ceiling  and  au¬ 
thorization,  means  closer  scrutiny  of  all 
phases  of  the  food  stamp  program  and 
periodic  congressional  review. 

The  amendment  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  providing  for  the 
participating  States  to  pay  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  bonus  or  free  stamps  is¬ 
sued  to  its  recipients  after  July  1,  1969, 
would  mean  more  State  involvement  and 
more  voice  on  the  part  of  our  States  and 
local  people.  It  would  assure  the  continu¬ 
ation  of  a  successful  program  with  a 
minimum  of  abuse. 

One  dollar  contributed  by  the  States 
for  every  $5  of  Federal  funds  is  not  an 
excessive  expenditure.  It  is  a  reasonable 
amount  for  the  States  to  share. 

The  effective  date  of  July  1, 1969,  would 
accord  adequate  time  for  all  legislatures 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  if  they  wished  to  do  so. 

This  basic  provision  could  come  as  a 
distinct  shock  to  some,  or  perhaps  many, 
States  that  have  enjoyed  the  benefits  of 
the  food  stamp  program  of  the  past  2 
or  3  years. 

I  hope  that  the  committee  bill  will  be 
approved. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  just  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  knows  that  for  his  own  dis¬ 
trict  alone,  under  the  20-percent  match¬ 
ing-fund  provision,  his  State  at  the  1968 
level  of  participation  would  have  to  pay 
an  estimated  $705,000  a  year.  Does  the 
gentleman  feel  that  his  State  would  pay 
that  portion? 


Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  that  20  percent  is  a  reasonable 
amount  to  call  upon  the  States  to  pay. 
It  would  be  a  shock,  no  doubt,  for  our 
State  and  for  many  States  to  pay  $1  for 
every  $5,  that  they  did  not  have  to  pay  in 
the  years  1966  or  1967.  But  we  would 
have  ample  time  to  consider  the  matter 
between  now  and  July  1,  1969.  The  real 
issue  we  faced  in  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  was  getting  a  bill  out  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  Without  the  20  percent  and  other 
amendment  our  effort  would  have  been 
emptyhanded  and  fruitless.  * 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  be  willing  to  require  his  State  also 
to  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  rice 
program,  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
cotton  program,  and  20  percent  of  the 
cost  of  all  the  other  farm  subsidies  that 
the  Federal  Government  pays  today? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman,  that  is  not  the  issue  with  which 
we  are  confronted  here  today.  The  States 
do  share  the  costs  to  a  larger  degree  than 
this  20  percent  in  other  welfare  programs 
such  as  old  age  assistance,  aid  to  de¬ 
pendent  children,  and  aid  to  the  disabled. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  Of  course,  I  think  this  is  very  much 
a  part  of  this  issue. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Farm  prices  in 
March  1967  were  10  percent  below  what 
they  were  in  March  1947  while  retail 
food  prices  over  these  years  have  ad¬ 
vanced  more  than  33  percent. 

I  support  the  committee  bill  and  hope 
that  it  will  be  approved. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Quie]. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  committee  amendment  which 
provides  that  20  percent  of  the  food 
stamp  plan,  beginning  July  1,  1969,  will 
be  financed  by  the  States  participating 
in  the  program.  I  have  long  felt  this  is  a 
wise  provision.  I  offered  a  similar  amend¬ 
ment  when  I  was  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  I  understand  now 
that  the  amendment  stems  from  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  .  I  should 
like  to  indicate  my  strong  support  for  it. 

A  question  was  raised  a  little  while  ago 
by  our  colleague  from  Washington  that 
if  the  committee  operated  in  good  faith 
it  would  also  suggest  a  20-percent  State 
payment  on  direct  distribution.  However, 
the  two  programs  are  not  comparable. 
In  the  direct  distribution  all  of  the  foods 
available  under  the  food  stamp  plan  is 
not  available  to  the  poor  recipient.  For 
instance,  if  we  consider  the  product  of 
wheat,  only  flour  is  available  under  di¬ 
rect  distribution,  but  under  the  food 
stamp  plan  eligible  recipients  are  able 
to  secure  bread.  The  difference  in  cost  be¬ 
tween  flour  and  bread  is  much  greater 
than  20  percent.  We  can  also  think  of 
other  commodities  not  available,  such 
as  vegetable  crops  and  so  forth,  which  are 
available  under  the  food  stamp  plan. 

We  should  compare,  as  the  committee 
did,  as  is  shown  in  the  minority  views 
in  the  letter  from  the  Library  of  Con¬ 
gress,  the  percentages  of  Federal  share 
in  a  number  of  welfare  programs,  such 
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as  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children,  aid  to  the  blind,  aid 
to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
and  medical  programs. 

On  page  31  of  the  committee  report 
we  see  that  the  Federal  share  ranges 
from  67  percent  down  to  47  percent,  for 
1966,  and  in  1968  it  is  estimated  to  be 
from  65.6  percent  down  to  a  low  of  53 
percent. 

So  in  all  of  these  welfare  programs  it 
is  found  to  be  wise  that  the  local  com¬ 
munity  or  the  State  share  in  the  cost  of 
the  program.  I  think  this  is  wise,  too. 
If  the  food  stamp  plan  is  to  be  expanded 
so  as  to  be  a  program  that  will  cover 
the  entire  country,  we  should  do  this.  I 
do  not  really  feel  it  is  a  comparable  re¬ 
quest,  I  say  to  my  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  [Mr.  Foley], 
when  he  says  it  was  not  in  good  faith 
that  the  amendment  was  offered  in  this 
way. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Would  the  gentleman  say 
that  the  food  distribution  program  had 
some  corollary  to  the  State  and  munici¬ 
pal  welfare  programs? 

Mr.  QUIE.  It  is  a  corollary  to  the  wel¬ 
fare  programs  available  here. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Yet  we  made  no  require¬ 
ment  for  any  kind  of  share,  10,  20,  30,  or 
40  percent,  in  that  program,  is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  QUIE.  No.  As  I  listed  here,  in  all 
of  the  welfare  programs  there  is  a  shar¬ 
ing  on  the  part  of  the  State. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Except  for  the  Federal 
distribution  of  the  food. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Direct  distribution.  Of 
course,  the  Federal  Government  already 
owns  these  commodities  and  therefore 
is  making  them  available  to  the  poor 
people  of  the  communities.  The  Federal 
Government  does  not  already  own  all  of 
the  commodities  available  under  the  food 
stamp  plan. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
further? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  ask  the  gentleman  is  it 
not  a  problem  in  some  areas  that  welfare 
recipients  have  not  utilized  the  grants 
completely,  as  was  anticipated  in  the 
original  legislation?  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  not  concede  that  there  have  been 
some  areas  of  public  assistance  where 
recipients  have  not  been  found  to  be 
spending  the  grant  for  what  was  antici¬ 
pated  to  be  the  purpose,  that  is,  for  rent, 
food,  and  other  staples? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Like  old  age  assistance,  you 
mean,  or  aid  to  dependent  children? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  That  has  been  a  constant 
criticism  of  the  program. 

Mr.  QUIE.  That  is  right.  Or  some  peo¬ 
ple  are  not  qualified  to  receive  it  who 
did  receive  it. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  But  even  those  qualified 
have  sometimes  been  criticized  for  not 
spending  it  in  a  proper  way. 

Mi-.  QUIE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr .  FOLEY.  Would  not  the  gentleman 
feel  it  is  desirable  to  encourage  the  fami¬ 


lies  on  public  assistance  to  take  a  por¬ 
tion  of  those  public  assistance  grants 
and  spend  it  on  food? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Especially  what  people  on 
public  assistance  should  be  encouraged 
to  do  is  to  make  a  wise  expenditure  of  the 
money  they  receive,  in  other  words,  to 
use  it  wisely.  This  is  the  problem  with 
all  the  people  on  old  age  assistance. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Would  not 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  state,  or 
believe,  that  the  food  stamp  program  is 
perhaps  most  comparable  to  the  school 
lunch  programs  and  is  it  not  a  fact  that 
under  that  program  there  is  local  par¬ 
ticipation  to  the  extent  of  approximately 
two-thirds,  I  believe?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  QUIE.  That  is  correct.  In  the 
school  lunch  program  there  is  a  require¬ 
ment  for  local  participation. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  And  it  is 
surprising  to  me  to  note  the  objection  of 
the  principle  of  local  participation  in  this 
program  since  it  is  comparable  in  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  think  it  is,  and  it  would  be 
a  wise  strengthening  of  the  program  if 
we  require  20  percent  of  local  and  State 
participation.  We  would  have  greater 
confidence  on  our  part  that  it  was  wisely 
expended.  This  amendment  surely  has 
my  support. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  as  we  come  to 
the  close  of  this  discussion,  it  is  rather 
evident  that  there  are  only  a  few  very- 
simple  questions  involved.  I  think  the 
first  one  of  those  is,  Are  we  really  inter¬ 
ested  in  getting  a  bill? 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  there 
are  many  Members  who  are  very 
naturally,  and  properly,  interested  in 
protecting  their  records.  But  if  you  are 
interested  in  getting  a  bill,  it  is  my 
opinion  that  this  debate  has  rather 
sharply  emphasized  the  fact  that  the 
middle  position  will  probably  result  in  a 
bill.  That  is  the  position  adopted  in  the 
committee,  as  represented  by  the  two 
committee  amendments  to  the  proposed 
legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  at  least 
that  this  debate  has  made  it  quite  evident 
that  it  will  be  very  questionable  whether 
or  not  we  get  a  bill,  if  a  majority  of  the 
Members  insist  upon  striking  the  amend¬ 
ments,  as  the  original  bill  proposes. 

For  one,  I  want  a  bill.  I  support  the 
food  stamp  program  and  I  supported  it 
in  the  beginning.  Our  committee  sup¬ 
ported  it  in  its  inception.  I  believe  it  has 
made  a  good  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that  it 
is  well  to  continue  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  But  I  do  not  believe  it  is  well  to 
turn  it  loose  without  any  inducement  to 
the  States  to  participate  therein;  with¬ 
out,  an  inducement  for  them  to  be 
prudent  in  their  administration  of  the 
provisions  of  this  bill,  if  adopted,  or  to 
be  prudent  in  the  number  of  people  who 
are  placed  under  the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments,  if  adopted,  do  enjoin  such 
prudence  on  the  part  of  the  States.  The 
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other  committee  amendment  does  retain 
the  legislative  oversight  which  most 
Members  of  this  Congress  profess  to  want 
to  retain  in  connection  with  legislation 
of  this  type.  It  does  nothing  more  than  to 
say  that  before  we  can  authorize  another 
appropriation  that  it  shall  be  referred 
back  to  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  back  to  the  entire  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  that  does 
not  seem  to  be  an  unreasonable  situa¬ 
tion.  So  I  would  urge  that  all  those  who 
are  really  deeply  and  seriously  interested 
in  maintaining  a  food  stamp  program, 
as  contrasted  with  those  who  simply 
want  to  promote  some  philosophy  or  de¬ 
velop  some  viewpoints  which,  perhaps, 
would  sound  quite  well  but  would  put  no 
food  on  the  table,  I  believe  the  practical 
thing  to  do  is  to  sustain  the  committee 
amendments  and  in  that  way  I  believe 
we  have  every  reasonable  prospect  of 
obtaining  a  continuation  of  this  program 
at  a  good,  high  level. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  this  because  this 
bill  authorizes  an  appropriation  at  just 
as  high  level  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
requested.  We  did  not  cut  one  dollar 
from  it.  We  are  seeking  to  continue  the 
program.  We  are  seeking  to  expand  it. 
We  are  not  trying  to  destroy  anyone. 
But  we  do  want  a  workable  program  and 
a  sound  program.  We  want  one  in  which 
there  will  be  an  inducement  for  honesty. 
We  want  one  in  which  there  will  be  a 
reward  for  proper  administration  rather 
than  one  which  will  reward  the  most 
extravagant  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  that 
really  is  all  that  is  involved  in  this  dis¬ 
cussion. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
not  the  gentleman  from  Texas  say  that 
if  this  program  is  not  worth  20  percent 
of  the  State’s  money  to  bring  this  type 
program  into  the  State,  then  he  does 
not  think  that  the  Congress  should  have 
passed  it  in  the  first  place? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  certainly  would  say 
that.  This  will  represent  the  cheapest 
program  that  the  States  will  be  able  to 
get.  They  are  paying  50  percent  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  every  State  high¬ 
way.  When  one  says  that  his  State  can¬ 
not  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  this 
program,  he  is  saying  that  his  State  is 
more  interested  in  highways  than  it  is 
interested  in  people.  And  if  any  State 
wants  to  say  that,  I  believe  that  is  up 
to  the  individual  State  and  not  up  to 
this  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  one  of  those  who 
believes  that  the  people  at  home  ought 
to  have  the  right  to  make  these  deci¬ 
sions  for  themselves  and  in  return  should 
be  required  to  expend  some  of  their 
money  in  supporting  their  programs. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  just  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  any  testimony 
to  show  that  there  has  been  any  ex- 
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1.  FOOD  STAMPS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

S.  953,  to  extend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  (S.  Rept.  289).  Debate  on  the  bill 
is  to  begin  May  31.  »-pr  97322 
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i{ATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1788,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
Kf  the  Interior  to  engage  in  feasibility  investigations  of  certain  water  resourc 
developments,  pp.  S7312-4 

ven.  Burdick  inserted  two  resolutions  adopted  by  the  N.  D.  Legislature  en-. 
dorsfng  the  establishment  by  the  President  of  the  Missouri  and  the  Red-Sour  j/s- 
Rainey\|tiver  basins  Commissions,  pp.  S7407-6 


4.  FARM  PRICEX.  Sen.  Jordan,  Idaho,  criticized  the  "spread  in  prices  paid^by  the 
consumer  and  in  the  price  received  by  the  producers  for  their  product/,"  and 
urged  Secretary  Freeman  "to  make  every  effort  to  improve  the  situation."  pp. 


S7391-2 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Yarborough  commended  the  President  for  his  /actions  "to  begin 
a  new,  far-ranging\study  of  the  overall  export  situation."  pjp.  S7365-6 


6.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  an  article  which  endc/ses  his  bill  S.  4, 
to  create  the  Big  Thicket  National  Park,  Tex.  p.  S7350 


7.  WATER.  Sen.  Muskie  commended  the  President  for  the  "W/ter  for  Peace"  program 
designed  to  "encourage  nations  to  put  existing  watei/technology  to  work  in  the 
interest  of  peace,  growth,  a^  progress."  pp.  S7372-3 


8.  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Clark  inserted  a  "Sdmmary  of  Resolutions  Adopted  at 
the  Annual  Conference  and  Meeting\of  the  National  Association  for  Community 
Development,"  many  of  which  relate\:o  the  war-on- poverty  and  rural  development, 
pp.  S7399-7400 


9.  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION.  Sen.  Morse  insertlKd  an  article  urging  a  more  progressive 
vocational  education  program,  pp.  S7409/l3 


10.  CONSUMER  CREDIT.  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  a  resolution  passed  by  the  Ill.  Senate 
which  "urges  the  Congress  not  tOypreempt  the  regulation  of  consumer  credit  and 
not  to  destroy  our  consumer  credit  laws."  p.  S7317 


11.  RESEARCH.  Received  from  the 
scientific  research  for  19( 


Jefense  Department  a 
p.  S7321 


>port  on  grants  for  basic 


C 


12.  RECLAMATION.  Received  a/report  from  the  Interior  Department  on  determinations 
relating  to  construction  payments  due  the  U.  S.  from  theKHighland-Hanover  and 
Upper  Bluff  Irrigat^fa  Districts,  Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Wyo.  p.  S7321 


HOUSE 


13.  APPROPRIATIONS./  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9481,  the  supplemental 
appropriatio/bill  for  1967  (H.  Rept.  301),  On  the  items  in  disagreement  the 
conferees  recommended  (1)  $25,000  for  administration  of  the  Animal\Welfare  Act 
with  instructions  that  it  be  used  for  travel  costs  of  departmental  personnel 
and  (2)  /$650,000  for  the  Conservation  Reserve  program  (pp.  H6124-6) .  \For  other 
items  /f  interest  to  this  Department  see  Digest  No.  78. 

R/eived  from  the  President  an  amendment  to  the  1968  Budget  requesting 
increase  of  $2,300,000  in  the  request  for  the  Great  Plains  Conservation  plygram, 
m/cing  a  total  request  of  $16,336,000  for  this  program  for  1968  (H.  Doc.  12 
lo  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  H6126 
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S.  953 

[Report  No.  289] 


IN  TIIE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  D  (legislative  day,  February  8),  1967 

Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

May  24,  1967 

Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  wdtli  an  amendment 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  hrst  sentence  of  subsection  -(a)-  of  section  T6  ef  the 

4  Feed  Stamp  Aet  ef  1964  is  amended  by  striking  eut  %nd 

5  net  in  excess  ef  seek  sum  as  may  hereafter  he  authorise d  by 

6  Congress  fee  any  subsequent  hseal  ycaF*  and  substituting 

7  therefer  ‘‘and  fee  each  subsequent  fiscal  year  such  sum  as 

8  may  be  neecssary  te  earry  eut  the  previsiens  ef  this  Aot.” 

9  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  16  of  the 
10  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  inserting  after 


II 


2 


1  “ June  30,  1967;”  the  following:  ‘hot  in  excess  of  $200,- 

2  000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  not  in 

3  excess  of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

4  1969 ;  not  in  excess  of  $250,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 

5  ing  June  30,  1970;” . 

3  Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

7  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “This  Act  shall 

8  be  carried  out  only  with  f  unds  appropriated  from  the  general 

9  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  specific  purpose 
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Calendar  No.  279 


90tii  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

[  Report 

1st  Session  f 

[  No.  289 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM  EXTENSION 


May  24,  1967. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


I  Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  953] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  which  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  953),  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose 
of  authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  having  considered  the  same,  reports 
favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommends  that  the  bill 
as  amended  do  pass. 


Explanation  of  Bill 

This  bill,  with  the  committee  amendment,  would  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  food  stamp  program  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  in 
1968,  1969,  and  1970.  It  would  authorize  up  to  $200  million  for  fiscal 
I  1968,  $225  million  for  fiscal  1969,  and  $250  million  for  fiscal  1970. 
The  current  authorization,  which  expires  with  fiscal  1967  authorized 
up  to  $75  million  for  fiscal  1965,  $100  million  for  fiscal  1966,  and 
$200  million  for  fiscal  1967.  The  appropriation  for  fiscal  1967  was 
$139.5  million.  An  appropriation  of  $195  million  has  been  requested 
for  fiscal  1968. 

//The  committee  amendment  further  provides  that  the  act  shall  be 
carried  out  only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  for  the  specific  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  act.  This  is  to 
make  it  clear  that  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  Public  Law  320, 
74th  Congress,  or  any  other  act  appropriating  funds  for  any  other 
purpose,  are  not  to  be  transferred  or  otherwise  made  available  for 
carrying  out  the  Food  Stamp  Act. Section  32  funds  are  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  surplus  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities, 
primarily  perishable  agricultural  commodities,  from  the  market  when¬ 
ever  that  action  may  become  necessary.  Ordinarily  the  amount  appro- 
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priated  exceeds  the  amount  used,  but  it  is  appropriated  so  that  it  will 
be  available  when  needed.  Transfer  of  these  funds  to  other  purposes 
tends  to  remove  this  insurance. 

Hearings 

The  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Research  and  General  Legisla¬ 
tion  conducted  hearings  on  this  bill  on  April  25.  Except  for  the  Farm 
Bureau,  which  asserted  that  it  was  opposed  to  any  food  stamp  plan, 
all  witnesses  favored  the  bill.  The  hearings  have  been  printed  and  are 
available. 

Background  Information 
the  program 

The  purpose  of  the  food  stamp  program  is  to  assist  low-income  house¬ 
holds  to  increase  their  expenditures  for  food  and  to  upgrade  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  their  diets.  Under  it,  eligible  households  exchange  the  amount 
of  money  they  have  been  spending  for  food  for  an  allotment  of  food 
coupons  of  higher  monetary  value.  (The  difference  between  the  amount 
the  household  pays  for  the  coupons  and  the  value  of  the  coupon  allot¬ 
ment — the  free  coupons — represents  the  Federal  contribution  to  the 
household’s  increased  food  purchasing  power.)  The  household  then 
uses  the  coupons  to  purchase  any  food — except  for  certain  imported 
items — in  regular  retail  stores  at  the  retail  price  prevailing  in  such 
stores.  Retailers  redeem  the  coupons  through  the  commercial  banking 
system. 

The  poorest  families  pay  about  $2  per  person  for  about  $10  worth  of 
coupons  per  person.  The  average  family  in  the  program  pays  about 
64  percent  of  the  value  of  the  coupons  it  receives. 

Participation  in  the  food  stamp  program  is  voluntary  on  the  part  of 
the  States.  In  the  meantime,  the  direct  distribution  of  abundant  foods 
will  continue  to  be  available  to  those  communities  not  desiring  to 
participate  in  the  food  stamp  program  or  until  such  time  as  the  stamp 
program  can  be  extended  to  all  communities  which  desire  to  participate. 

PROGRAM  ELIGIBILITY 

Participation  in  the  food  stamp  program  is  limited  to  those  house¬ 
holds  whose  income  is  determined  to  be  a  substantial  limiting  factor  in 
the  attainment  of  a  nutritionally  adequate  diet. 

A  household  is  defined  as  a  group  of  related  or  nonrelated  individuals, 
who  are  not  residents  of  an  institution  or  boarding  house,  but  are  living 
as  one  economic  unit  sharing  common  cooking  facilities  and  for  whom 
food  is  customarily  purchased  in  common. 

In  addition  to  households  which  can  be  classified  as  (welfare) 
"assistance”  households,  other  low-income  households — "nonassis¬ 
tance”  households— are  eligible.  However,  each  State  must  establish 
standards  of  eligibility  for  nonassistance  households  which  shall  in¬ 
clude  maximum  income  limitations  consistent  with  the  income  stand¬ 
ards  used  by  the  State  in  the  administration  of  its  federally  aided  public 
assistance  programs. 
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FEDERAL-STATE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM 

The  State  agency  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  federally 
aided  public  assistance  programs,  must  accept  responsibility  for  the 
intrastate  administration  of  the  food  stamp  program. 

The  following  administrative  responsibilities  are  assigned  to  States 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act:  (1)  The  certification  of  applicant 
households,  including  nonassistance  households;  (2)  the  acceptance, 
storage,  and  protection  of  coupons  after  their  delivery  to  receiving 
points  within  the  States;  and  (3)  the  issuance  of  such  coupons  to 
eligible  households  and  the  control  and  accounting  therefor. 

The  State  agency  may,  subject  to  State  law,  delegate  statewide 
supervisory  responsibility  for  the  issuance  of  coupons  to  another 
agency  of  the  State  government.  In  either  event,  it  will  be  possible 
for  the  State  to  make  arrangements  with  local  governmental  agencies 
(or  with  banks)  for  the  actual  sale  and  issuance  of  the  food  coupons. 

In  addition  to  its  responsibilities  as  the  Federal  supervisory  agency, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has  direct  responsibility  for  the 
approval  and  supervision  of  cooperating  retail  stores. 

CERTIFICATION  PROCEDURES 

The  State  agency  must  certify  applicant  households  under  the  same 
general  procedures  and  merit-system  personnel  standards  used  by  it 
in  the  certification  of  applicants  for  benefits  under  the  federally  aided 
public  assistance  programs. 

Federal  funds  are  available  to  finance  a  limited  share  of  the  costs 
incurred  by  the  State  agency  in  the  certification  of  nonassistance 
households. 

If  there  is  gross  negligence  or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  State  agency 
in  the  certification  of  applicant  households,  the  act  provides  that  the 
State  shall  be  liable  for  the  value  of  any  federally  financed  (free) 
coupons  issued  as  a  result  of  such  negligence  or  fraud. 

STATE  PLAN  OF  OPERATION 

The  State  agency  of  each  State  desiring  to  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  must  submit  a  plan  of  operation  for  approval  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Among  other  things,  the  plan  of  operation  must  specify  the  manner 
in  which  the  program  will  be  conducted  within  the  State,  the  political 
subdivision  in  which  the  State  desires  to  conduct  the  program,  and 
the  effective  dates  of  participation  by  each  such  political  subdivision. 

THE  APPLICATION  PROCEDURE 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  provides  for  the  progressive  expansion  of  the 
program,  over  a  period  of  years,  to  those  political  subdivisions  which 
desire  to  participate.  It  further  provides  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  shall  give  due  consideration  to  the  need  for  equitable  treat¬ 
ment  among  the  several  States,  in  accordance  with  their  relative  need 
for  the  program.  The  Department  is  also  directed  to  take  into  account 
the  demonstrated  ability  of  the  several  States  to  assume  the  adminis¬ 
trative  responsibilities  which  are  assigned  to  them  under  the  act. 
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HISTORY 

A  food  stamp  plan  was  operated  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
between  1939  and  1943  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of  Public 
Law  320,  74th  Congress.  In  September  1959,  a  food  stamp  program 
was  explicitly  authorized  by  Public  Law  86-341  for  the  period  ending 
January  31,  1962.  This  authority  was  not  exercised,  but  in  1961  a 
pilot  food  stamp  program  was  undertaken  pursuant  to  section  32  of 
Public  Law  320. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  was  passed  in  August  1964, 
about  351,000  persons  were  participating  in  43  pilot  areas  in  22  States. 
In  February  1967,  about  1.5  million  persons  were  participating  in 
645  areas  in  41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  1964  act  authorized  appropriations  not  exceeding  $75  million 
for  fiscal  1965,  $100  million  for  fiscal  1966,  and  $200  million  for 
fiscal  1967.  The  authorizations,  appropriations,  and  obligations  for 
these  years  are  compared  in  the  following  table. 

Food  stamp  program  authorizations,  appropriations,  and  obligations,  1965-67 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Year— 


1965 

1966 

1967 

Authorized  by  law .  _  _  . 

75 

100 

100 

70.5 

200 

139.5 

(120-125) 

Appropriated _ 

60 

Obligated...  _  _ 

35.6 

Departmental  Views 

The  letter  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  requesting  this 
legislation  is  attached.  As  requested,  the  legislation  would  have  been 
open-ended,  providing  permanently  for  the  appropriation  of  such 
sums  as  might  be  necessary.  The  committee  felt,  however,  that  some 
limits  should  be  prescribed,  and  the  committee  amendment  therefore 
limits  appropriations  to  $200  million,  $225  million,  and  $250  million, 
respectively  for  the  fiscal  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1967. 

Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Congress  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964,  Public  Law  88-525. 

This  bill  would  amend  section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act.  It  would 
provide  appropriation  authority  for  fiscal  years  beyond  1967.  No  other 
change  in  the  substantive  legislative  authorities  for  the  food  stamp 
program  is  deemed  necessary  at  this  time. 

Public  Law  88-525,  approved  by  the  President  on  August  31,  1964, 
contemplated  the  progressive  expansion  of  the  program — over  the 
period  of  the  next  several  years — to  those  States  and  political  sub¬ 
divisions  that  desired  to  participate.  That  act,  however,  provided 
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appropriation  authorities  only  through  the  fiscal  year  1967.  It  is 
necessary,  therefore,  that  section  16  of  the  act  be  amended  to  provide 
appropriation  authorities  to  implement  that  policy  of  orderly  and 
progressive  program  expansion. 

When  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was  approved,  the  program  was  then 
operating  in  43  areas — in  22  States — in  which  the  food  stamp  ap¬ 
proach  had  been  carefully  tested  during  a  3-year  “pilot”  period. 
Since  then,  the  pace  of  the  authorized  expansion  has,  in  fact,  not  kept 
pace  with  requests  from  States  for  the  program.  Nonetheless,  by  the 
end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year,  the  program  will  be  operating  in  about 
800  areas  in  41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  requesting  appropriation  authority  beyond  1967,  it  is  contem¬ 
plated  that  the  policy  of  orderly  and  progressive  year-to-year  expan¬ 
sion  would  be  continued.  Such  a  policy  would  continue  to  permit 
State  welfare  agencies  and  this  Department  to  provide  the  adminis¬ 
trative  organization  and  program  supervision  that  is  needed  to  insure 
■xthe  effective  and  efficient  use  of  Federal  funds  in  support  of  program 
Jbbjectives. 

Action  to  assure  States  that  the  program  will  be  continued  beyond 
June  30,  1967,  should  be  taken  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  If  the 
future  of  the  program  for  the  next  fiscal  year  remains  in  doubt,  States 
will  hesitate  to  complete  1967  fiscal  year  expansion  plans- — much  less 
undertake  the  longer  range  plans  to  build  the  administrative  organ¬ 
ization  needed  to  adequately  supervise  already  operating  programs. 

The  actual  level  of  the  annual  appropriation  for  each  fiscal  year 
beyond  1967  would  be  determined  by  the  Congress  under  the  annual 
appropriation  process.  Additionally,  because  the  proposed  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned  only  with  the  continuation  of  appropriation  authorities,  it 
would  not  affect  program  cost  or  employment  requirements  for  the 
program. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  this 
proposed  legislation  would  be  consistent  with  the  administration’s 
objectives. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law 


In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  ride  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 


FOOD  STAMP  ACT  OF  1964 


APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  16.  (a)  To  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  in  excess  of  $75,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965;  not  in  excess  of  $100,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966;  and  not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000  for 
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the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967;  not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000  Jot 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1968;  not  in  excess  of  $225,000,000  foi 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1969;  not  in  excess  of  $250,000,000  foi 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1970;  and  not  in  excess  of  such  sum  as 
may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  Congress  for  any  subsequent  fiscal 
year.  Such  portion  of  any  such  appropriation  as  may  be  reguired  tc 
pay  for  the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments  issued  to  eligible  house¬ 
holds  which  is  in  excess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  households  foi 
such  allotments  shall  be  transferred  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  separate 
account  created  under  section  7(d)  of  this  Act.  This  Act  shall  be 
carried  out  only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  for  that  specific  purpose. 
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Senate  passed  food  styamp  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  953,  to  extend  the  food  stamp  program.  The 

bill  As  passed  would  extend  the  authority  to  appropriate  funds  for  the  food 
stamp  program  for  3  additional  years.  It  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
up  to  $200  million  for  fiscal  1968,  $225  million  for  fiscal  1969,  and  $250 
million  for  fiscal  1970.  pp.  S7541-4 

2.  TAXATION.  Adopted  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6950,  to  restore  investment 

tax/credit  and  allowance  of  accelerated  depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain 
ral  property.  This  action  cleared  the  bill  for  the  President,  pp.  S7545^6, 


\ 
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\  M  . 

3.  POVERTY.  Sens.  Dodd  and  Proxmire  spoke  in  favor  of  the  President’s  war  on 
poverty  and  inserted  an  article  supporting  their  position,  pp.  S7534,  S7537 

4.  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Randolph  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  780,  the  proposed  Air  Quality/Act 

of  1967.  p.  S7533 

5.  TRUTH- INTENDING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  letter  and  an  article  endorsing  S.  5, 

the  truth^in- lending  bill.  pp.  S7519-21 

6.  PERSONNEL,  Received  from  the  House  of  Representatives  of  Hawaii  a/resolution 

urging  the  enactment  of  various  legislative  proposals  affecting /federal  emplo¬ 
yees.  pp.  S7510-1  7 

7.  VETERANS.  Receive\a  message  from  the  House  with  its  amendments  to  S.  16,  to 

provi  e  a  ditional  Readjustment  assistance  to  veterans  whey  have  served  in  the 
military  during  the  Vietnam  era.  pp.  S7549-51 


HOUSE 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  witk  amendment  s  H.  R.  1034S7  the  State,  Justice,  Com- 

L  o6’  u  the  Judicfary  appropriation  bill  (pp./U6401-21) .  Agreed  to  a  motion 
arnson  to  insert  the\  following:  "exc/Uiding  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
in  °?  money  aPProPriated  in  this  Act  ^nall  be  available  for  expenditure 

f  1fCf1  year  ending  June  3ft,  1968,  onl^  to  the  extent  that  expenditure 
nrr.iri^La%a  not  result  in  total  aggregate  net  expenditures  of  all  agencies 
t  .°r  ^jre  n  a^otld  ^5  Per  cintuny^f  the  total  aggregate  net  expendi- 

imated  therefor  in  the  budgeTyfor  1968  (H.  Doc.  15). "  (pp.  H6420-1). 

9*  1  f ourt h^nn *  H°USes  received  a  rt'essW  from  the  President  transmitting  the 

Exhibitions ;  to  H.  Foreign 
?ommittees\  pp.  H6400,  S7509 

i°.  ^Rep^Kupferman  commended  and  inserted^n  article,  "The  Crisis  in 


11.  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION.  Ren  /Tur-t-ic  n,-,,-  .  ,  \ 

i-rnoramc  i  .  ,  Py  Curtis  piaised  private  rndustry’s  on- job  training 

programs  and  inserted  an^rticle  on  the  subject.  pp\H6436-37 

12.  CONSUMERS.  Rep.  Rosentmal  inRortnri  .  .  . 

Naceon  Cnn ntv  n  v  /  c  serted  an  article  reporting\the  establishment  in 
Nassau  County,  N.  Y/  of  a  department  of  consumer  affair^  pp.  H6440-1 

13'  ^programs  a££°rCS  "t0  klU  the  0E0\ distribute  its 

on  the  subjec^/  pp.  H6443-4  *t‘artm6nts  and  agencies"  and  darted  an  articl, 

14'  WaTcopyEof’SSannuar1Ve<1  £r°"’  the  Federal  Council  for  Science  a\rechnology 
Research/7^?  H6^8  PI°8reSS  IeP°rt  °£  tha  ^s^'ces 

15.  USER  CHARGES.  Received  from  Treasury  a  draft-  mu  »■  a  ..u  ™  *\.  * 

193/to  authorize  the  collection  of  user  rh  *  11  at“end  the  Tari££  A\o£ 
itoms  services  to  be  collected  on  a  fl „/r^S ’  .°  Fermic  anF  charges  fW 
Jans  Committee,  p.  H6448  ch'”go  b<,sl8;  to  Uays  V 
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ad  ongoing  cold  confrontation  with  the  So- 
viftfc^ Union,  which  we  still  call  the  cold  war. 

ere  are,  then,  at  least  four  definable  wars 
in  Asfv  By  the  same  reasoning,  there  are  no 
less  five  wars  swirling  about 'the  Middle 
East. 

Most  ob^juus  is  the  conflict  between  Israel 
and  the  Arkb  states,  which  headlines  our 
present  concern.  But  if  we  were  to  resolve  this 
war  even  to  Israel's  hurt,  the  other  four  wars 
would  remain  to^  plague  our  peace-seeking 
efforts. 

Always  beneath  tfte  surface  of  the  struggles 
in  the  Middle  East  is  me  hatred  in  many  Arab 
circles  for  the  modernNworld  which  is  west¬ 
ern  civilization.  This  struggle  is  clothed  in 
the  pious  garb  of  anti -colonialism,  but  it  is 
basically  a  rejection  of  western  democracy, 
an  alien  ideology.  Israel  is  not  the  cause  of 
the  Arab  rejection  of  the  westk  Israel  is  the 
west.  And  its  very  presence  inSits  midst  is 
regarded  as  an  affront  to  Arab  dignity.  Her 
very  existence  is  termed  “aggressicSi”.  But  if 
Israel  did  not  exist,  the  fury  of  primitive 
wrath  would  be  levelled  against  othek  west¬ 
ern  installations  .  ,  .  from  "library”  to\em- 
bassy. 

Never  too  far  beneath  the  surface  is  a 
ond  struggle,  that  between  Arab  and  Arab, 
war  which  goes  underground  in  a  ratio' 
inverse  to  the  intensity  of  the  other  strug¬ 
gles.  Were  it  not  for  the  existence  of  Israel, 
this  war  would  come  out  in  th'e  full  force  of 
its  bitterness.  Its  victims  already  number  the 
assassinated  heads  of  more  than  one  Arab 
state.  Its  present  manifestations  are  between 
Egypt  and  Yemen  and  between  Nasser’s  Egypt 
and  the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia.  The  prize 
is  the  domination  of  the  Arab  world.  Nasser 
may  have  one  eye  focused  upon  Israel,  but 
the  other  eye  is  upon  the  lush  oil  fields  of 
Saudi  Arabia  which  will  be  easier  to  tap  from 
a  military  posture  astride  the  soon-to-be- 
evacuated  British  outpost  in  Aden.  Nasser’s 
thrust  in  the  Yemen  is  so  intense  that  he  has/ 
used  poison  gas.  And  the  world  is  silent.  Is/ 
rael  dampens  the  inter-Arab  struggle  ar 
even  links  Arabs  together  in  league.  Israel/ is 
hardly  the  cause  of  that  dissension,  only'  its 
excuse  for  seeking  more  arms.  With  LSrael 
eliminated,  the  house  of  Arab  unity  wi/1  dis¬ 
solve  in  a  bath  of  blood. 

There  is  still  a  fourth  war  whose  e/lstence 
was  largely  responsible  for  the  fiascc/  of  Suez 
in  1956.  It  disrupted  the  tri-partate  alliance 
of  England,  Prance,  and  the  Uni/ed  States. 
It,  too,  wears  a  pious  garb,  for  n  speaks  in 
terms  of  the  national  interest./ln  truth,  it 
has  little  to  do  with  the  nation/l  Interest,  for 
it  is  concerned  primarily  with  corporate 
profit.  It  pays  few  taxes;  yet  it  demands 
much.  Its  prize  is  concession  to  exploit  the 
oil  wealth  of  the  Middle  East.  A  truce  has 
been  declared  in  this  str/iggle  by  economic 
armistice,  but  it  is  too  sonn  to  know  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  it  remain/  a  factor  in  the  for¬ 
mation  of  American  foreign  policy  or  British 
foreign  policy.  Britain/  has  retreated  in  this 
struggle,  having  con/eded  to  United  States 
corporations,  but  France  has  not  forgotten 
the  lesson.  Here  again,  Israel  is  the  mask,  the 
pawn,  and  the  victim,  but  not  the  cause. 

The  fifth  war  As  the  most  insidious.  It  is 
the  war  between  east  and  west,  the  struggle 
between  the  United  States  and  the  world  of 
Communism,  m  its  abstraction,  and  the  So¬ 
viet  Union  iryats  representation. 

These  five  wars  are  interrelated.  One  in¬ 
fluences  the  other.  Yet  they  are  separate,  for 
even  if  wou  were  to  solve  one,  the  others 
would  dtnnand  separate  treatment.  Some  of 
the  struggles  in  the  Middle  East  are  inter¬ 
twined/  with  those  of  Southeast  Asia.  The 
common  element  of  the  precipitate  is  the 
confrontation  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union.  It  is  at  this  point  that  east 
an/  west  have  met  in  bloody  confrontation, 
lere  is  more  and  more  evidence  that 
/obilization  in  the  Middle  East  was  triggered 


not  in  Cairo,  but  in  Moscow.  For  not  (toe 
single  tank  could  move  for  long  in  Egypt’s 
Sinai  desert  without  the.  spare  parts  Irom 
Russia.  Not  one  bomber  could  take  off/ from 
Egyptian  airfields  without  instructions/  guid¬ 
ance,  and  maintenance  provided  by/Russia. 
Therefore,  logical  deduction  should  1/ad  us  to 
conclude  that  Nasser  has  been  unleashed  not 
only  to  attack  Israel,  but  to  em/arrass  the 
United  States.  It’s  the  Cuba  sy/drome,  the 
Berlin  blockade  test. 

America’s  justification  for  bfeing  in  Viet¬ 
nam  is  that  it  has  given  a  commitment  to 
the  government  of  South  Vietnam  to  defend 
her  against  her  attackers.  Russia,  then,  has 
shifted  the  arena  in  which  the  American 
commitment  is  being  tested,  as  if  to  allow 
the  world  to  judge  whether  America  is  com¬ 
mitted  to  safeguarding/beleaguered  nations 
as  a  sacred  principle  dr  whether  America  is 
simply  concerned  with'  expanding  empire  and 
arenas  of  influence. /whether  this  is  Russia’s 
intention  or  not,  this  will  certainly  be  the 
result  of  this  week<of  testjng. 

What  we  have/in  the  Middle  East  is  the 
explosive  emergence  of  a  marginal  struggle 
that  now  shifts/  to'  center  stage  as  part  of 
the  struggle  i»l  Vietnam.  What  we  have  in 
the  Middle  East  is  a  conflict  of  world  powers 
^ compound ecy  by  the  rivalry  of  Arab  states^ 
emulsified  py  -private  investment,  in  all  of 
lich  Isra/1  is  either  symptom,  pawn,  excuse, 
or  jnask./  \ 

Elimination  of  Israel,  even  if  that  could  be 
acconWished,  would  not  resolve  any  of  the 
more  Sasic  rivalries.  In  this  context,  the  fa- 
milia/  assertion  that  it  is  only  the  Arab- 
Israafli  issut  which  prevents  the  western  pow¬ 
ers  /from  inaugurating  an  era  of  peace  and 
harmony  in  me  Middle  East,  must  take  its 
place  with  other  old  myths  which  do  not 
Square  with  newVeality. 

Israel  is  the  diversionary  issue  on  which 
the  Arabs  have  presently  concentrated  their 
fire  and  behind  which  they  conduct  their 
rivalry.  By  acting  as  the  breakwater,  Israel 
has  unwittingly  rendere\service  to  the  Arabs 
and  the  west. 

Israel  is  the  barometer  «f  storms  having 
their  sources  elsewhere.  And  just  as  the  fall¬ 
ing  barometer  warns  of  approaching  storms, 
so  the  falling  fortunes  of  a  smaU  democracy 
warns  of  the  weakening  of  thexjemocratic 
world. 

Hawks  and  doves  are  in  confusion  \nd  few 
show  consistency  in  their  postures. 'Those 
who  are  hawks  in  one  war  may  be  dov^s  in 
another.  But  no  one  can  remain  uninvoryed 
for  long.  Each  of  us  must  frame  a  judgment 
upon  which  he  will  base  his  actions. 

In  evaluating  each  struggle,  we  must  put 
the  test  of  key  questions.  In  each  separate 
struggle,  we  must  ask:  Who  subverts  his 
neighbor?  Which  side  seeks  to  expand  the 
arena  of  human  dignity?  Which  nation  turns 
to  the  ballot  rather  than  the  bullet?  Which 
prefers  tanks  and  rocket  to  economic  de¬ 
velopment?  Which  nations  clamor  for  war? 
The  answers  may  be  difficult  to  ascertain  for 
the  issues  are  complex  but  final  judgment 
must  be  based  on  the  answer  to  the  key  ques¬ 
tion,  which  nation  has  asked  for  negotiated 
settlement  at  the  peace  table?  The  answer 
to  this  question  must  determine  the  nature 
of  our  commitment  and  which  commands 
our  support. 

Once  again  the  handwriting  is  on  the  wall. 
We  are  being  tested,  weighed  in  the  balance. 
We  must  not  be  found  wanting. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  Virginia  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  further 
morning  business?  If  not,  morning  busi¬ 
ness  is  concluded. 


AMENDMENT  OF  THE  FOOD  STAMP 
ACT  OF  1964 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  unfinished  business  be  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  953) 
to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964, 
for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appro¬ 
priations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with 
an  amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert : 

That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of 
section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  “June  30,  1967;” 
the  following:  “not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  not 
in  excess  of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969;  not  in  excess  of  $250,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970;”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  “This  Act  shall  be  carried  out  only 
with  funds  appropriated  from  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  specific  pur¬ 
pose.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mi-.  President,  because 
of  the  necessary  absence  from  the  city 
of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  on  account  of 
a  death  in  his  family,  he  has  requested 
me  to  handle  the  bill  today,  and  I  shall 
do  so  to  the  best  of  my  ability. 

I  am  not  as  familiar  with  this  meas¬ 
ure,  which  extends  the  Food  Stamp  Act, 
as  is  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  bill  would 
extend  the  authority  to  appropriate 
funds  for  the  food-stamp  program  for 
3  additional  years.  It  would  authorize 
the  appropriation  of  up  to  $200  million 
for  fiscal  1968,  $225  million  for  fiscal 
1969,  and  $250  million  for  fiscal  1970. 

We  have  now  had  considerable  experi¬ 
ence  with  food-stamp  programs.  During 
the  ye^rs  between  1939  and  1943  a  pro¬ 
gram  was  operated  under  the  authority 
of  section  32  of  Public  Law  320,  74th 
Congress,  which  provides  for  diverting 
surplus  commodities  from  the  normal 
channels  of  trade.  This  program  was 
suspended  during  World  War  II  when 
our  surplus  stocks  were  used  up.  After 
the  war  there  were  many  proposals  for 
reinstitution  of  the  program,  and  in  1961 
a  pilot  operation  was  undertaken,  again 
under  section  32.  The  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964  was  adopted  in  August  1964,  pro¬ 
viding  authority  for  appropriation  of  up 
to  $75  million  for  fiscal  1965,  $100  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1966,  $200  million  for  fiscal 
1967,  and  such  sums  as  Congress  might 
thereafter  authorize  for  subsequent 
years.  The  pending  bill,  as  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  in¬ 
troduced,  would  have  provided  perma¬ 
nent  authority  for  the  appropriation  of 
such  sums  as  might  be  necessary.  The 
committee  felt,  however,  that  even  with 
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the  experience  accumulated  to  date,  the 
program  is  still  an  expanding  one,  and 
some  limits  should  be  imposed  to  be  sure 
that  it  is  kept  within  bounds,  while 
maintaining  orderly  growth.  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  1965,  1966,  and  1967  have  been, 
respectively,  $60  million,  $100  million, 
and  $139.5  million.  Provision  of  up  to 
$200  million,  $225  million,  and  $250  mil¬ 
lion  for  1968,  1969,  and  1970  should 
permit  continued  orderly  development. 

The  program,  which  has  been  well  re¬ 
ceived,  provides  low-income  families 
with  more  adequate  diets  and  expands 
our  markets  for  farm  products;  It  utilizes 
the  existing  channels  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce  and  existing  welfare  agencies  to 
assure  efficient  and  effective  program 
administration.  It  is  purely  voluntary, 
operating  under  State- approved  plans. 

Whenever  a  State  desires  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  program,  the  State  agency 
which  administers  federally  aided  public 
assistance  programs  submits  a  plan  of 
operation  to  the  Secretary,  specifying 
the  political  subdivisions  to  be  covered, 
the  effective  dates,  standards  for  ap¬ 
proval  of  applicant  households,  and 
other  details.  When  the  plan  is  approved 
the  State  agency  has  responsibility  for 
certification  of  the  households  eligible 
to  participate  in  the  program  and  for 
issuance  of  coupons. 

Eligible  households  are  restricted  to 
those  where  income  is  a  substantially 
limiting  factor  in  the  attainment  of  an 
adequate  diet.  After  their  eligibility  is 
determined,  they  may  purchase  food 
coupons  in  the  amount  required  to  pro¬ 
vide  them  with  a  more  nearly  adequate 
diet.  They  do  not  pay  full  face  value 
for  these  coupons,  but  a  lesser  amount, 
equivalent  to  their  normal  expenditures 
for  food.  Thus,  the  purpose  is  to  supple¬ 
ment,  rather  than  substitute  for,  their 
normal  expenditures,  and  to  provide 
them  with  better,  more  healthful  diets. 
The  program  does  not  free  recipients’ 
own  funds  for  other  purposes,  nor  does 
it  transfer  relief  program  responsibilities 
from  the  local  governments  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Local  governments  are 
specifically  prohibited  from  decreasing 
welfare  grants  because  of  program  par¬ 
ticipation,  and  since  the  program  re¬ 
quires  participants  to  use  their  normal 
food  expenditures  for  coupon  purchase, 
it  does  not  increase  the  feasibility  of  a 
reduction  in  welfare  grants. 

Coupons  are  redeemed  for  food  by  local 
merchants  so  that  participants  in  the 
program  are  able  to  shop  with  con¬ 
venience  and  dignity,  obtaining  those 
foods  which  they  need  and  prefer.  They 
are  not  restricted  to  a  few  commodities, 
such  as  commeal  or  other  starches,  but 
they  may  obtain  some  protein,  vegetables, 
and  other  foods  necessary  to  health  and 
well  being.  Coupons  may  not  be  used  for 
tobacco,  alcoholic  beverages,  imported 
meats,  other  products  identified  as  im¬ 
ported,  or  any  nonfood  items. 

Local  food  stores,  in  turn,  cash  the 
coupons  at  their  banks.  Use  of  the  regu¬ 
lar  channels  of  trade  strengthens  those 
channels,  as  well  as  giving  the  program 
the  advantage  of  the  efficiency  and  ex¬ 
perience  of  the  regular  distribution  sys¬ 
tem. 


Thus,  the  program  involves  the  joint 
efforts  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments,  local  stores  and  banks,  and 
the  participants  themselves.  By  provid¬ 
ing  a  better  diet  for  low-income  families 
in  a  manner  which  requires  them  to 
maintain  their  own  efforts,  the  program 
contributes  substantially  to  the  health 
and  welfare  of  the  Nation. 

In  addition  to  controlling  the  growth 
of  the  program  through  the  continuation 
of  ceilings  on  appropriations,  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  limits  the  use  of  funds 
for  the  program  to  those  specifically 
appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of 
the  Treasury  for  that  purpose*  The 
budget  for  fiscal  1968  proposes  that  the 
act  be  carried  out  with  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  section  32  of  Public  Law 
320,  74th  Congress.  The  committee  felt 
that  the  use  for  this  purpose  of  funds 
appropriated  for  another  purpose  is  not 
advisable.  Funds  are  appropriated  by  sec¬ 
tion  32  to  be  available  when  necessary 
for  carrying  out  that  section.  Its  purpose 
is  to  protect  markets  for  perishable  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  to  protect  the 
producers  of  those  commodities.  Perish¬ 
able  commodities  cannot  be  held  by  pro¬ 
ducers  until  the  market  improves.  They 
must  be  marketed  when  ready  for  mar¬ 
ket,  and  if  the  market  is  glutted,  the  pro¬ 
ducer  may  face  financial  ruin.  There  is 
not  time  then  to  appropriate  funds.  They 
should  be  there,  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  when  needed,  for  the  diversion  of 
surplus  stocks  from  the  market  as  they 
are  brought  to  the  market.  -  *  » 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  depart 
from  the  text  which  had  been  prepared 
for  the  use  of  my  distinguished  chair¬ 
man,  Senator  Ellender,  to  say  that,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  I  come  from  a  State  where 
the  great  majority  of  our  agricultural 
products  are  perishable,  I  am  particu¬ 
larly  interested  in  the  safeguarding  of 
section  32  funds.  Those  funds,  derived 
from  30  percent  of  the  tariff  receipts  of 
the  Nation,  are  earmarked  particularly 
to  take  care  of  surplus  production  in 
perishable  crops  that  are  nonprice  sup¬ 
ported — for  instance,  beef,  pork,  poul¬ 
try,  fruit,  vegetables,  and  other  highly 
perishable  crops. 

I  have  felt  that  the  Budget  Bureau 
has  been  exceedingly  unwise  in  repeat¬ 
edly  trying  to  raid  section  32  funds  for 
use  in  this  food-stamp  program.  This 
year,  it  has  actually  recommended  raid¬ 
ing  section  32  funds  to  the  extent  of 
$195  million  for  the  carrying  on  in  fiscal 
year  1968  of  the  food-stamp  program. 

So  the  committee  unanimously  has 
urged  the  Senate,  in  the  committee 
amendment,  which  I  hope  will  be 
adopted,  to  require  that  the  food-stamp 
program  be  carried  out  only  with  funds 
appropriated  for  that  specific  purpose. 
This  action  is  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  basic  legislation  which 
characterizes  the  program  as  a  welfare 
or  social  program  to  be  carried  out  with 
welfare  funds,  rather  than  an  agricul¬ 
tural  program  to  be  carried  out  with 
agricultural  funds. 

The  food-stamp  program  is  a  growing 
program.  Where  $60  million  was  appro¬ 
priated  for  1965,  $139.5  million  was  ap¬ 
propriated  for  1967,  and  the  committee 
amendment  contemplates  the  appropria¬ 


tion  of  as  much  as  $250  million  for  1970. 
When  the  program  is  fully  operative,  it 
is  contemplated  that  it  will  take  about 
$425  million.  Whether  Congress  ever 
agrees  to  its  going  to  that  figure  is,  of 
course,  a  question  for  Congress  to  deter¬ 
mine.  The  section  32  fund  is  similar  to 
an  insurance  fund.  If  we  begin  to  use 
some  of  it  first  for  this  purpose  and  then 
for  that  purpose,  we  may  well  find  that 
we  do  not  have  it  when  it  is  needed. 

I  have  one  more  comment  about  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds.  At  this  time,  when  we  all 
know  that  the  tariff  revenues  are  due  to 
be  diminished  by  reason  of  the  going  into 
effect  of  the  so-called  Kennedy  plan 
'figures  for  reduction  of  tariffs,  we  are 
particularly  anxious  that  no  further  en¬ 
croachment  upon  section  32  funds  be  in- 
•  advisedly  made. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  move  that  the 
committee  amendment  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair).  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
nothing  further  to  say  upon  this  matter. 
As  I  have  already  announced,  I  am  sim¬ 
ply  handling  it  in  the  absence  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
who  could  not  be  here.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  any  Senator  who  wishes  to  dis¬ 
cuss  this  program. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  acting  floor 
manager  of  the  bill  what  amounts,  as 
provided  in  the  measure,  are  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  for  each  of  the 
3  years  over  which  the  program  is  being 
extended. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Those  amounts  are 
$200  million  for  fiscal  1968,  $225  million 
for  fiscal  1969,  and  $250  million  for  1970. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  May  I 
ask  whether  or  not  the  committee,  during 
its  deliberations  on  this  measure,  con¬ 
sidered  authorizations  of  higher  figures 
than  these  which  have  just  been  stated 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes.  I  say  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  that  this  bill  was  handled  in 
committee  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  himself.  The  Senator  may  recall 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  was  the 
father  of  the  original  food  stamp  bill. 
He  himself  suggested  and  insisted  upon 
the  figures  which  were  placed  in  the  bill, 
in  the  committee  amendment  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate — that  is,  the  $200 
million,  $225  million,  and  $250  million 
figures  for  the  3  years  covered  by  this 
program.  He  was  quite  insistent  upon 
that,  and  I  know  that  is  his  conviction. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  will 
see,  from  the  list  of  States  affected  by 
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this  bill,  that  the  State  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  represents  in  part  is 
not  affected  at  all.  We  have  no  food 
stamp  program  in  our  State. 

But  the  Senator  from.  Louisiana,  by 
reason  of  his  paternity  of  this  bill,  and 
for  other  reasons,  has  been  very  active 
in  its  furtherance;  and  I  would  not  feel 
Justified  in  departing  from  the  figures 
which  he  insisted  upon  in  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  had  had 
some  indication  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  that  higher  authorizations 
might  be  justified  for  fiscal  years  1969 
and  1970.  Perhaps  I  should  ask  this  ques¬ 
tion  :  How  will  the  authorizations  of  $225 
million  and  $250  million  for  fiscal  years 
1969  and  1970,  respectively,  compare 
with  the  amounts  that  have  been  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  program  in  the  past 

2  fiscal  years? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  They  are  much  greater 
than  the  amounts  appropriated  for  the 
last  2  fiscal  years.  I  shall  give  the  last 

3  fiscal  years,  since  that  covers  the  en¬ 
tire  period  of  the  operation  of  the  bill: 
$60  million  in  1965,  $100  million  in  1966, 
and  $139.5  million  in  1967. 

I  might  add  that  in  no  year  was  the 
department  able  to  commit  and  use  the 
entire  amount  appropriated.  For  in¬ 
stance,  in  fiscal  1965,  though  $60  million 
was  appropriated,  the  department  used 
only  $35.6  million.  In  1966,  though  $100 
million  was  appropriated,  the  department 
used  only  $70.5  million.  We  were  told 
In  committee  that  though  $200  million 
was  authorized  and  $139.5  million  ap¬ 
propriated  for  1967,  it  appeared  that  the 
total  amount  used  this  year  would  be 
somewhere  between  $120  million  and 
$125  million. 

So  the  amounts  appropriated  today 
are  not  only  greatly  under  the  amounts 
which  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  requested  be  placed  in  the  bill 
as  limitations  for  1968  and  the  2  years  to 
follow,  but  it  also  appears  the  depart¬ 
ment  has  never  been  able  to  use  the 
amounts  actually  appropriated. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  saying  that  the  amounts  author¬ 
ized  in  this  bill  for  the  3  fiscal  years  of 
fiscal  year  1968,  fiscal  year  1969,  and 
fiscal  year  1970,  are  in  excess  not  only 
of  the  appropriations  that  were  made  in 
each  of  the  past  3  years,  but  also  in 
excess  of  the  expenditures  and  in  excess 
of  authorizations  for  those  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  For  the  present  fiscal  year  1967, 
$200  million  was  authorized,  $139.5  mil¬ 
lion  was  appropriated  and  between  $120 
million  and  $125  million,  we  are  told  by 
the  department,  will  be  expended  during 
this  year.  The  making  available  in  this 
authorization  of  $200  million  for  1968, 
$225  million  for  1969,  and  $250  million 
for  1970,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  as  stated  to  us  with  great 
conviction  in  the  committee,  was  more 
than  adequate,  he  thought,  to  cover  the 
future  growth  of  this  program. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Did  the 
Department,  during  the  hearings,  at¬ 
tempt  to  justify  any  higher  authoriza¬ 
tions  than  are  included  in  the  bill  before 
us? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Department  at¬ 
tempted  to  justify  appropriations  with¬ 


out  limit;  in  other  words,  an  open-end 
authorization.  I  believe  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  later  talked  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  about  some  specific  figures 
which  were  larger  than  these.  But  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  who,  as  I  say, 
has  a  very  great  interest  in  this  program 
and  naturally  would,  because  he  was  the 
father  of  it,  felt  that  these  amounts  were 
adequate  and  that  they  should  be  put  in 
here  to  guarantee  against  growth  that 
would  be  too  quick  a  growth  in  the  3 
years  covered  by  the  bill. 

I  will  say  to  my  distinguished  friend 
that  if  we  should  find  a  need  for  greater 
appropriations  we  always  have  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  amendment  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  and  if  the  Department  has  some 
new  development  not  communicated  to 
us,  this  bill  has  to  go  to  the  House  of 
Representatives.  I  hope  that  the  author  of 
this  bill,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  will  accept  the  judgment  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  as  to  the 
soundness  of  this  program  and  allow  the 
bill,  as  included  in  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommendations  which  have  already  been 
adopted,  to  be  passed  by  the  Senate 
today. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  it  is  the  judgment  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  committee  that  the  au¬ 
thorizations  provided  in  the  bill  before 
us  will  be  ample  to  permit  an  efficient 
and  judicious  expansion  of  the  food 
stamp  program  into  areas  not  now  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  was  certainly  the 
statement  and  conviction  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  I  joined  him  in  it.  The 
committee  unanimously  approved  it  in 
the  bill  which  is  now  recommended  by  the 
committee. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  As  the  sponsor  of  S.  953,  the  bill  to 
amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  for 
the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropriations 
for  operations  of  the  program  for  fiscal1 
years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  this  June  30, 1  have  been  greatly  en¬ 
couraged  by  the  well-nigh  unanimous 
support  of  the  extension  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  beyond  June  30.  In  reading 
records  of  testimony  during  hearings 
here  in  the  Senate,  and  in  the  House  on 
legislation  of  a  similar  nature,  I  have 
been  impressed  by  the  wide  expression  of 
views  that  the  food  stamp  program  is  a 
vital,  well  administered,  and  effectively 
designed  Federal  program. 

I  had  previously  made  my  own  obser¬ 
vations  as  to  its  effectiveness  of  opera¬ 
tions  in  my  own  State  of  West  Virginia, 
having  been  closely  associated  with  its 
development  from  the  inception  of  the 
pilot  program  in  McDowell  County  in 
1961  to  its  present  coverage  of  48  out  of 
West  Virginia’s  55  counties. 

From  my  personal  observations  of  the 
program  operations  in  my  State,  and 
from  reports  on  its  operations  in  other 
areas  of  the  United  States,  I  wish  to  con¬ 
cur  with  the  estimate  expressed  by  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  Orville  Freeman — 
the  food-stamp  program  is  a  success. 

The  program  has  more  than  lived  up 
to  the  expectations  under  which  it  was 
undertaken.  It  has  provided  a  new  chan¬ 


nel  for  the  wise  and  provident  use  of  this 
country’s  great  abundance  of  foods  to 
improve  the  diets  and  health  of  our  low- 
income  families.  It  has  not  only  expanded 
food  markets  for  our  farmers,  contribut¬ 
ing  to  an  increase  in  farm  income,  but 
it  has  also  stimulated  local  economies  in 
the  areas  in  which  the  program  is 
operating. 

As  a  special  merit  of  the  system  used 
by  the  food-stamp  program — through  the 
issuance  of  bonus  coupons — this  program 
has  not  degenerated  into  a  system  of 
handouts.  It  requires  participating  fam¬ 
ilies  to  use  some  of  their  own  income  to 
purchase  food.  It  has  served  to  provide 
those  who  most  need  improved  diets  with 
an  opportunity  to  purchase  more  and 
better  food  for  less  money.  And  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  proved  the  wisdom  of  its  de¬ 
sign,  in  that  it  has  been  singularly  free 
of  corruption  at  the  varied  levels  of  its 
administration,  according  to  reports 
available  in  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

I  feel  that  action  to  provide  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  program  and  to  insure 
an  increasing  availability  of  funds  for 
effective  expansion  over  the  next  3  fiscal 
years  is  well  considered  and  timely. 

With  regard  to  the  views  of  some 
people  that  there  should  be  matching 
funds  required  of  the  participating 
States  for  bonus  coupons,  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  this  suggestion,  as  a  minimal 
disadvantage,  would  cause  a  totally 
needless  complication  in  what  has  here¬ 
tofore  been  a  smooth  operating  program. 

I  had  looked  into  this  matter  prior  to 
introducing  S.  953.  And  I  had  discussed 
it  with  responsible  officials  within  West 
Virginia.  I  concluded  that  such  a  match¬ 
ing  requirement — which  would  be  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  costs  the  States  now  bear — 
would  put  the  program  out  of  reach  of 
many  States. 

I  want  to  go  on  record  as  approving 
the  committee’s  action  in  deferring  any 
consideration  of  State  matching  require¬ 
ments  under  the  food  stamp  program. 

It  believe  it  is  important  to  recognize 
the  basic  concept  of  the  food  stamp  ap¬ 
proach.  We  are  putting  a  national  re¬ 
source  to  work  to  assist  the  States  to  im¬ 
prove  food  consumption  levels  among  the 
needy.  This  national  resource  is  our 
abundance  of  food.  It  is  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  has  this  national  resource 
at  its  disposal — not  the  States. 

The  free  food  coupons  that  the  recip¬ 
ients  receive  are  but  a  means  to  put  that 
food  abundance  within  the  reach  of  our 
low-income  families.  These  coupons  rep¬ 
resent  the  added  food  purchasing  power 
that  moves  our  food  surpluses  into  con¬ 
sumption  rather  than  into  Government 
ownership  under  price  support  and  sur¬ 
plus  removal  programs. 

Thus,  if  we  were  to  require  States  to 
match  part  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus 
coupons,  we  would  be  taxing  non-exist¬ 
ent  resources  within  the  States — for  our 
abundance  of  food  is  a  national — not  a 
State  resource. 

It  is  also  important  to  remember  that 
the  States  now  share  the  cost  of  ad¬ 
ministering  the  program.  The  cost  of 
carefully  qualifying  applicant  families  is 
a  considerable  one — but  a  necessary  one 
to  insure  against  waste  and  abuse.  And 
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the  States  finance  the  costs  of  safeguard¬ 
ing  and  issuing  the  coupons. 

These  State  costs  represent  about  7 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  Federal  sub¬ 
sidy.  So,  the  States  are  sharing  in  the 
costs. 

Finally,  I  believe  the  record  of  the 
hearings  clearly  indicates  that  a  State 
matching  of  the  bonus  coupons  may 
likely  kill  the  program.  I  know  that  it 
would  pose  an  additional  burden  in  West 
Virginia,  and  other  Senators  have  testi¬ 
fied  that  it  would  seriously  threaten  the 
program  in  their  own  States. 

Many  States  are  now  hard  pressed  to 
finance  basic  welfare  programs  and  the 
Congress  is  constantly  called  upon  to 
consider  legislation  to  raise  the  amounts 
provided  for  such  programs.  In  the  face 
of  these  facts,  some  States  may  likely, 
however  reluctantly,  decide  to  switch 
back  to  the  surplus  donation  program 
because  that  program  requires  no  State 
matching  of  the  value  of  the  surplus 
foods  made  available  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

If  we  kill  the  food  stamp  program, 
now,  with  a  State  matching  requirement, 
we  are  forcing  a  return  to  the  less  ef¬ 
fective  and  less  sufficient  surplus  dona¬ 
tion  program.  We  are  forcing  States  and 
low-income  people  to  give  up  a  more  dig¬ 
nified,  self-help  program  for  the  poor — 
one  that  has  won  wide  acceptance,  ap¬ 
proval,  and  support;  the  use  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  operates  through  commercial 
channels  rather  than  in  competition 
with  them;  the  economic  stimulus  the 
bonus  coupons  provide  to  the  local  econ¬ 
omies  of  hundreds  of  communities 
throughout  the  country. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  recommended  that  the 
Congress  permanently  extend  the  food 
stamp  program. 

As  with  any  ongoing  program,  it  is 
necessary  for  the  agencies  involved  to 
plan  ahead.  The  present  provision  for 
appropriations  for  the  next  3  fiscal 
years  would  provide  the  assurance  of  or¬ 
derly  progression.  It  will  protect  and 
maintain  the  administrative  organiza¬ 
tion  necessary  for  effective  action. 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  pass  the  bill 
before  it  now — S.  953 — the  extension  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended, 
and  I  wish  to  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida  for  having  patiently  an¬ 
swered  the  questions  I  have  propounded. 
I  also  express  gratitude  to  Senator  El- 
lender  and  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  to  Senator  Jordan,  of  North 
Carolina,  and  his  subcommittee,  for  the 
prompt  and  effective  action  in  reporting 
this  bill  for  Senate  consideration  in  am¬ 
ple  time  to  avoid  a  lapse  of  funding  au¬ 
thority. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  committee  felt 
that  the  subject  matter  was  sufficiently 
important  to  require  the  early  action 
we  took. 


Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  first,  let 
me  compliment  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  for 
the  work  they  have  done  in  reporting 
sw,  and  on  its  predecessor,  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964.  The  present  legisla¬ 
tion  represents  the  continuation  of  a 
giant  step  forward  in  raising  the  dietary 
standards  among  the  poor  in  the  Nation. 


Food  stamps  have  now  proved  them¬ 
selves  in  3  years  of  national  use — during 
which,  I  might  add,  the  results  have 
been  carefully  studied  and  open  to  public 
scrutiny. 

The  facts  are  in.  They  demonstrate 
that  this  is  an  effective  program  and 
that  it  can  be  operated  at  an  acceptable 
level  of  Federal  expenditure. 

States  and  localities  must  request  par¬ 
ticipation.  Costs  to  the  States  and  locali¬ 
ties  are  such  that  no  new  areas  will  come 
into  the  program  unless  there  exists  a 
clear  need.  Expansion  to  date  has  been 
gradual  and  orderly. 

No  county  is  permitted  to  operate  the 
food  stamp  program  simultaneously  with 
the  commodity  distribution  program.  So, 
when  an  area  shifts  to  the  food  stamp 
program,  there  is  an  offset  in  some  of 
the  Federal  costs. 

I  am  especially  pleased  to  see  that  the 
committee  provided  for  another  3-year 
extension.  This  will  give  the  States  and 
localities  time  for  proper  planning.  At 
the  same  time,  Congress  will  be  in  a  po¬ 
sition  to  review  progress  and  determine 
if  the  additional  3  years  of  experience 
will  then  require  any  legislative 
modifications. 

In  summary,  then,  the  program  is  at¬ 
taining  its  objectives;  it  has  enjoyed  good 
administration;  the  expansion  has  been 
well  planned  and  orderly.  The  passage 
of  this  bill  will  further  that  expansion 
to  new  areas  of  need.  I  favor  passage  to 
accomplish  that  purpose,  and  I  urge  all 
Senators  to  do  likewise. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill, 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

So  the  bill  (S.  953)  was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  deeply  indebted  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  for 
so  graciously  agreeing  to  handle  this 
measure,  which  extends  the  food  stamp 
program  over  the  next  3  fiscal  years.  In 
managing  this  bill.  Senator  Holland 
stepped  in  for  the  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  whose  absense  today  was  oc¬ 
casioned  regrettably  by  a  death  in  his 
family.  Though  called  upon  at  the  last 
moment  to  handle  this  vitually  import¬ 
ant  measure.  Senator  Holland  per¬ 
formed  the  task  in  the  truly  outstanding 
manner  that  has  characterized  his  many 
years  of  public  service  to  the  Nation.  His 
articulate  explanation  of  the  bill  as¬ 
sured  its  overwhelming  approval  by  the 
Senate.  We  are  most  grateful. 

We  are  grateful  also  for  the  contribu¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd].  His  penetrating  analysis  is 


a  welcome  addition  to  the  discussion  of 
any  measure. 

Finally,  the  Senate  may  be  proud  of 
another  achievement,  obtained  with  dis¬ 
patch  and  with  full  consideration  for 
the  views  of  every  Member. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

RECESS  SUBJECT  TO  THE  CALL  OF  THE  CHAIR 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  stand 
in  recess,  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

At  1  o’clock  and  29  minutes  p.m.,  the 
Senate  took  a  recess,  subject  to  the  call 
of  the  Chair. 

At  2  o’clock  and  3  minutes  p.m  the 
Senate  reassembled,  when  called  to  order 
by  the  Presiding  Officer  [Mr.  Mansfield]. 

f - - -  -  - - 

AMENDMENT  OF  PRESIDENTIAL 
ELECTION  CAMPAIGN  FUND  ACT 
OF  1966 

y 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  President  Johnson  on  May  25  sub¬ 
mitted  a  highly  important  message  for 
improving  and  strengthening  our  politi¬ 
cal  process.  I  am  very  much  pleased  with 
the  message.  It  is  not  only  sound, 
thoughtful,  and  comprehensive,  but  will 
be  significant,  I  am  sure,  in  the  ultimate 
resolution  of  the  difficult  and  vexing 
problems  in  this  area. 

The  President  speaks  not  only  as  the 
Chief  Executive,  but  also  from  a  well- 
spring  of  knowledge  acquired  as  a  sea¬ 
soned  and  experienced  political  cam¬ 
paigner,  and  from  30  years  of  distin¬ 
guished  public  service  as  a  Representa¬ 
tive,  Senator,  majority  leader  of  the 
Senate,  Vice  President,  and  President, 
w  After  the  searching  and  sometimes 
spirited  debate  which  was  recently  con¬ 
ducted  in  this  Chamber,  I  think  it  can 
be  lairly  stated  that  all  agree  that  the 
time\for  action  is  at  hand.  The  Presi¬ 
dent’s \thoughtful  proposals  will  guide 
our  waysto  the  achievement  of  our  com¬ 
mon  purple. 

Briefly,  here  is  the  substance  of  the 
President’s  message: 

First,  he  nmkes  basic  and  funda¬ 
mental  proposals  to  revise  and  give  new 
life  and  meaningyto  the  laws  regulating 
the  conduct  of  Federal  election  cam¬ 
paigns.  These  proposals  would  place 
meaningful  limitations  on  the  total 
amount  of  political  contributions  which 
any  individual  could  make,  and  would 
put  teeth  into  the  rules ‘mating  to  the 
disclosure  of  contributions  i^ceived  and 
expenditures  made  by  Federal  candi¬ 
dates  and  political  committeesSsupport- 
ing  such  candidates.  \ 

In  substance  and  principle,  the.  need 
for  these  reforms  is  uniformly  recog¬ 
nized.  The  President  has  given  the  caisse 
of  honest  elections  new  vigor  and  leader* 
ship.  I  am  confident  that  this  CongressV 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill,  in¬ 
cluding  FS.  House  pasted  food  stamp  bill.  Rep.  Michel  criticized  Secretary  Free¬ 
man's  statement  on  farm  program  to  ASC  personnel.  Rep,  Staggers  introduced  and  dis¬ 
cussed  administratdon  bill  to  provide  reliability  and  efficiency  of  electric  power 
systems.  Rep.  Zwach  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  establish  extension  service 
in  D.  C.  Rep/  Skubitz  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  permit  adjustmeX  of  cer¬ 
tain  wheat  allotments. 

HOUSE 

1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9029,  the  Interior  \nd 
.elated  agencies  (including  Forest  Service)  appropriation  bill  (pp.  H6880-4) . 
Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment,  which  had  been  reported  in  technical  dis¬ 
agreement  by  the  conferees,  to  transfer  $400,000  from  "Timber  development  orga¬ 
nization  loans  and  technical  assistance"  to  "Forest  research"  (p.  H6884) . 


2.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Passed,  230-128,  with  amendments  S.  953  (in  lieu  of  H.  R.  1318), 
to  continue  the  food  stamp  program  (pp.  H6889-916,  H6918-19,  H6969) .  Rejected, 
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90-143,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  St.  Germain  to  authorize  $275  million  for  1969, 
$350  million  for  1970,  and  such  amounts  as  may  be  determined  for  subsequent 
years  (pp.  H6890-5).  Agreed,  148-91,  to  the  committee  amendment  limiting  the 
authorization  to  1  year  (pp.  H6889-95) .  Rejected,  by  a  record  vote  of  173-191, 
a  committee  amendment  to  require  the  States  to  pay  20%  of  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
\  gram,  after  first  having  agreed  to  the  amendment  by  a  teller  vote  of  141-120 

(pp.  H6895-906,  H6914-5).  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Ryan  to  prohibit  ex¬ 
clusion  of  very  low  income  persons  (pp.  H6906-9) . 


\  3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Michel  criticized  Secretary  Freeman's  statement  on  the  farm 

program  at  a  meeting  of  ASC  personnel,  p.  H6957  / 

4* ^SELECTIVE  SERVICE.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1432,  to  extend  ama 
amend  the  Universal  Military  Training  Act  (H.  Rept.  346).  pp.  H6884-9  X 

5.  SALT-WATER  RESEARCH.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  6133/to  autho¬ 

rize  various  additional  appropriations  for  the  salt-water  conversion  program 
of  research  and  demonstration.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  thXpresident . 

pp.  H6875-X  / 

6.  PROPERTY.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  appr^ed  for  full  com¬ 

mittee  action  H.  R.  472,  to  authorize  the  Department  to  pmrchase  a  land  tract 
at  Texas  Southmost  College ,  and  H.  R.  547,  to  provide  f6r  establishment  of  the 
Pleasanton  Plant  Materials  Center  at  a  more  suitable /location,  p.  D475 

7.  WATER  RESOURCES.  A  subcomctK^ttee  of  the  Interior  abd  Insular  Affairs  Committee 

approved  for  full  commit  teeN^ct  ion  S.  20  (amerujda)  ,  to  provide  for  a  compre¬ 
hensive  review  of  national  wafc^r  resource  problems  and  programs,  p.  D475 

8.  PERSONNEL.  Received  from  the  CiviX^Service  Commission  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend 

subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  titPe  SjUnited  States  Code";  to  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  H697X 

9.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Patten  inserted  a  letter  cotfjqending  the  Job  Corps,  p.  H6973 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION;  RECLAMATION.  /&ep.  Hosmer  corrmended  the  American  Public  Power 
Association's  recommendatiojfe  regarding  the  pending  Colorado  Basin  Project 
legislation,  pp.  H6930-3/ 

11*  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  legislative  program  for  next 

week:  Mon.,  silver/certificates  bill;  Tues. ,  defense  appropriation  bill;  Wed., 
schooling  for  arm^-d  forces'  dependents;  Thurs.,  flag  desecration  bill;  and  at 
some  time  during^the  week,  the  conference  report  on  the  selective  service  bill, 
p.  H6916  X 

12.  ADJOURNED  uritil  Mon.,  June  12.  p.  H6977  \v 


SENATE 


formational  media  guaranty  fund. 


TION.  Began  consideration  of  S.  1030,  authorizing  establishment  of 
lational  media  guaranty  fund.  p.  S7928 
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June  8 ,  1967 

Including  such  specific  kinds  of  Information 
as  may  be  requested  by  the  Congress. 

There  was  no  similar  provision  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  language. 

\  The  Senate  conferees  had  no  objection  to 
this  provision  in  the  House  bill  but  recom- 
msurded  that  the  language  of  this  section  be 
modified  to  require  a  semiannual  report  in 
lieuVf  a  quarterly  report. 

Th\  House  conferees  concurred  in  the 
proposed  changes  and  therefore  the  Senate 
recedes\from  Its  position  with  an  amend¬ 
ment.  \ 

\  DIFFERENCE  NO.  13 

The  House  language — 

(a)  Give\  precedence  to  selective  service 
cases  on  th&  dockets  of  Federal  courts  and 
provides  thaw  such  cases  shall  be  given  an 
immediate  hewing.  Appeals  of  such  decisions 
also  are  given  precedence;  and 

(b)  Also  provides  that  the  Department  of 

Justice  must  prorecute  violations  of  the  act 
upon  the  request  m  the  Director  of  Selective 
Service  or  furnish  k  report  in  writing  to  the 
Senate  and  the  Hoiree  explaining  its  failure 
to  do  so.  \ 

The  Senate  language  contains  no  similar 
provision.  \ 

The  Senate  confereesX  agreed  to  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  House  language  and  therefore 
receded  from  their  positioX  and  accepted  the 
House  language.  \ 

DIFFERENCE  NO.U 

The  Senate  language  woulcl  make  perma¬ 
nent  existing  temporary  authority  provided 
the  President  to  order  reservists  to  active 
duty  if  they  fail  to  properly  discharge  their 
reserve  training  obligation.  \ 

There  was  no  similar  provision  In  the 
House  language.  \ 

The  House  receded  from  its  posilgpn  and 
accepts  the  Senate  language.  \ 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, \ 
Philip  J.  Philbin,  \ 

F.  Edward  Hebert,  \ 
Melvin  Price,  \ 

William  H.  Bates,  \ 

L.  C.  Arends,  \ 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House.  \ 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  for  the  further  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  1318)  to  amend  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  au¬ 
thorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
I  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967, 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  1318,  with 
Mr.  Landrum  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  Monday,  May  15,  1967,  the 
Clerk  had  read  the  first  section  of  the 
bill  and  the  committee  amendments 
thereto.  Without  objection,  therefore,  the 
Clerk  will  again  report  the  committee 
amendment  to  the  first  section. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  lines  5  through  9 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“the  word  ‘and’  the  first  time  it  appears 
therein  and  by  Inserting  after  the  word 
“1967;”  the  words  ‘not  in  excess  of 
$195,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968;’.” 


Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks.) 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  rise  in  opposition 
to  the  first  committee  amendment  which 
would  limit  to  the  1968  fiscal  year  only 
the  authorization  for  the  appropriation 
of  funds  to  continue  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  As  I  said  Monday  during  general 
debate,  I  do  not  challenge  or  dispute  the 
right  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  to 
review  annually,  or  even  more  often  if  it 
so  chooses,  the  operations  of  any  pro¬ 
gram  it  authorizes.  It  has  that  right 
under  the  Legislative  Reorganization 
Act  of  1946.  It  can  propose  at  any  time 
amendments  to,  or  limitations  on,  this 
program. 

The  food  stamp  law  is  permanent  leg¬ 
islation.  It  was  enacted  in  1964  with  no 
time  limit  on  its  operations.  The  only 
time  limit  was  in  the  form  of  specified 
ceilings  on  appropriations  for  the  first 
3  fiscal  years.  So  we  have  known  since 
1964  that  a  law  would  have  to  be  passed 
before  June  30,  1967,  to  permit  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  funds  to  continue  the 
program  beyond  that  date.  The  commit¬ 
tee  could  have  amended  the  law  in  1965 
and  1966,  but  it  did  not  bother. 

I  introduced  a  continuation  bill  last 
summer.  It  was  not  acted  on.  I  intro¬ 
duced  it  again  this  year.  Now  it  is  before 
us.  The  deadline  is  on  top  of  us.  We  are 
under  the  gun  to  get  a  law  through  right 
away.  I  am  sure  it  will  pass  in  time — I 
certainly  hope  so — but,  under  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  we  would  then  have 
to  go  through  this  very  same  procedure 
next  year  and  presumably  every  year 
thereafter — and  always,  I  am  afraid,  the 
fight  would  be  exactly  on  the  same  issue 
as  it  was  in  1964  and  as  it  is  this  year. 
The  committee  is  not  very  enthusiastic 
about  this  program,  as  shown  by  both 
the  majority  and  minority  reports.  It  re¬ 
gards  it  primarily  as  some  sort  of  wel¬ 
fare  program  rather  than  as  a  food 
utilization  program. 

Whenever  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  takes  up  the  food  stamp  bill,  it  seems 
to  devote  very  little  deliberation  to  the 
value  of  the  program  in  expanding  food 
sales  and  increasing  domestic  utilization 
of  food,  and  instead  argues  over  welfare 
policies.  That  committee  does  not  have 
jurisdiction  over  welfare  legislation.  I 
have  been  urged  for  years  to  redraft  the 
food  stamp  legislation  to  place  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Department  of  Welfare,  and 
I  resisted  that  because  I  believe  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
know  far  more  about  food  utilization 
tha,n  the  people  in  the  Department  of 
Welfare.  But  if  we  keep  running  into  this 
constant  sniping  at  this  program  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  as  being  some 
sort  of  terrible  welfare  program,  then 
perhaps  we  should  take  this  program, 
and  the  school  lunch  program,  and  the 
school  milk  program,  and  the  feeding  of 
the  needy  through  direct  distribution, 
and  turn  them  all  over  to  Ways  and 
Means  or  Education  and  Labor  for  ad¬ 
ministration  by  HEW. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  asks  to 
have  the  right  to  rule  on  this  program 


again  next  year,  before  permitting  any 
of  the  existing  food  stamp  projects  to 
continue.  But  if  you  look  through  the 
hearings,  you  won’t  find  a  single  word 
of  testimony  by  any  witriess  who  indi¬ 
cated  this  program  was  not  operating 
honestly,  and  as  Congress  intended.  Of 
course,  some  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  are  against  the  food  stamp 
program  grumbled  a  bit  about  rumors  of 
abuses,  .but  no  evidence  was  presented 
that  I  know  of  to  show  any  abuses. 

What  the  committee  wants  to  do  is  to 
cut  back  the  program’s  cost  by  making 
the  States  pay  more  and  the  Federal 
Government  less.  This  is  the  nub  of  the 
issue.  The  committee  tried  that  in  1964 
with  a  50-percent  sharing  amendment, 
and  we  licked  it.  It  is  trying  again  this 
year  with  a  20-percent  sharing  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  hope  we  beat  that,  too.  If 
we  do  not  defeat  this  pending  amend¬ 
ment  for  a  1-year  limitation  the  com¬ 
mittee  undoubtedly  will  try  once  again 
next  year  to  add  further  limitations  and 
restrictions  which  could  only  have  the 
result  of  damaging  the  effectiveness  of 
the  program,  for  any  support  voiced  by 
the  committee,  for  the  program  is  at  best 
lukewarm. 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a  lot  of 
agricultural  programs  which  could  stand 
annual  review  by  the  Congress  a  lot  more 
than  this  one  requires  it.  Section  32 — 
which  sets  up  a  special  reserve  of  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  customs 
receipts  to  be  used  exclusively  to  help 
the  farmer — has  not  been  the  subject  of 
a  bill  before  Congress  in  13  years,  to  the 
best  of  my  recollection.  It  was  enacted  in 
1935  as  a  depression  measure.  Should 
we  keep  it?  Have  the  farmers  some 
divine  right  to  nearly  $1  billion  to  be  set 
aside  next  year  just  for  removal  of  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses? 

The  wheat-cotton  bill  which  we  passed 
in  1964  as  the  price  for  getting  the  food 
stamp  bill  that  same  year  does  not  re¬ 
quire  annual  review  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  But  I  think  it  is  safe  to 
say  that  if  the  committee  amendment 
for  mandatory  annual  reauthorization  of 
the  food  stamp  program  carries,  a  lot 
of  Democrats  who  have  in  the  past  voted 
for  farm  programs  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  are  going  to 
insist,  first  of  all,  that  each  such  pro¬ 
gram  have  only  a  1-year  life,  and  then, 
perhaps  like  many  of  those  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  who  voted  against 
the  food  stamp  program  even  after  load¬ 
ing  it  down  with  crippling  amendments, 
the  urban  Democrats  may  still  not  be 
satisfied. 

I  stress  the  word  “Democrats”  because 
in  this  bill  today,  the  Democrats  on  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  who  helped  to 
amend  this  bill  have  been  running  inter¬ 
ference  for  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
which  would  like  nothing  better  than  to 
have  the  Democrats  help  the  Republi¬ 
cans  to  kill  one  of  the  most  successful  of 
all  of  the  antipoverty  programs. 

If  you  do  not  believe  that,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  take  a  look  at  the  vote  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture.  Three  years  ago, 
every  Republican  voted  against  food 
stamps.  This  year,  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  them  voted  against  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Yet,  they  all  believe  wholeheart- 
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edly  in  these  committee  amendments. 
Who  is  kidding  whom? 

The  opposition  must  be  strictly  politi¬ 
cal  because  this  program  is  just  as  suc¬ 
cessful  in  the  Republican  districts  as  it  is 
in  Democratic  districts.  Perhaps  the  Re¬ 
publicans  are  against  it  because  it  is  a 
Democratic  program  which  works  so 
well.  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  this 
amendment  to  limit  the  authorization  to 
1  year.  . 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  count. 
[After  counting.]  One  hundred  and  four 
Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk  to  the 
committee  amendment,  and  I  wonder  if 
it  is  proper  to  offer  it  now? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  may 
offer  his  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ST  GERMAIN 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  St  Germain  to 
the  committee  amendment:  On  Page  2,  line 
2,  add  the  following  after  “1968;”:  “not  in 
excess  of  $275,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969;  not  in  excess  of  $350,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  3, 
1970;  and  not  in  excess  of  such  funds  as  may 
thereafter  be  authorized  by  the  Congress  for 
any  subsequent  fiscal  year.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  St  Germain]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  ST  GERMAIN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  incredible  that  in  these  affluent 
United  States  we  should  allow  some  of 
our  citizens  to  be  faced  with  starvation 
and  yet  it  does  occur  in  some  counties 
across  our  land. 

And  though  the  surplus  commodity 
and  food  stamp  programs  were  intro¬ 
duced  to  overcome  this,  we  have,  for  the 
most  part,  failed  to  arrest  the  problem  in 
accordance  with  our  capabilities.  While 
the  former  program  involves  local  stor¬ 
age  and  distribution  costs,  the  latter 
entails  recertification  and  administra¬ 
tive  costs.  But  regardless  of  the  cost  of 
operating  these  programs  in  an  efficient 
and  effectual  manner,  they  are  necessary 
for  those  people  who  need  our  help  most 
and,  therefore,  should  be  continued. 

Though  the  merits  of  both  of  these 
programs  are  worthy  of  much  note,  Mr. 
Chairman,  today  I  would  like  to  dwell 
upon  the  food  stamp  program. 

There  are  many  things  that  one  in 
need  can  do  without  for  awhile  but  food 
is  not  one  of  them.  Therefore,  when  we 
consider  the  needs  of  the  poor,  food 
should  be  the  primary  consideration 
before  all  else. 

The  fool  stamp  program  is  an  attempt 
to  meet  the  primary  need  of  the  poor. 
If  it  is  to  realize  the  success  that  it 


should,  meeting  the  basic  need  of  our 
poor,  it  must  be  given  sufficient  time  and 
support.  We  should  authorize  adequate 
appropriations  for  a  long  enough  period 
so  that  the  States  may  plan  and  imple¬ 
ment  their  programs  in  accordance  with 
the  overall  needs  across  the  Nation.  This 
will  allow  the  States  sufficient  time  to 
generate  a  program  that  will  embrace 
all  the  needy  within  its  borders. 

In  scanning  the  Nation,  we  noted  that 
in  Mobile  County,  Ala.,  there  are  99,000 
poor,  yet  no  one  has  access  to  food 
stamps.  In  close  by  Virginia  I  am  told 
that  only  1.9  percent  of  the  poor  have 
access  to  their  commodities  or  food 
stamps,  and  in  Pulaski  County,  Ark.,  only 
3,483  of  its  67,000  poor  participate  in  a 
food  distribution  program. 

It  is  quite  possible  that  while  thou¬ 
sands  of  tons  of  food  are  shipped  over¬ 
seas,  a  majority  of  our  Nation’s  poor  go 
without  necessary  food. 

What  is  needed,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a 
firm  commitment  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
States  in  building  a  strong  food  stamp 
program  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Nation’s 
poor,  not  only  today  and  not  only  for 
next  year  but  for  the  next  decade  at 
least. 

We  must  assure  the  States  that  ade¬ 
quate  funds  will  be  made  available  in 
the  future  to  support  their  efforts  to 
provide  the  poor  with  food. 

Mr.  ROUDEBUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Eighty-nine 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum.  The 
Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


Aspinall 

Ayres 

Battin 

Bell 

Blackburn 

Bolling 

Brademas 

Bray 

Brown,  Calif. 

Burton,  Utah 

Clark 

Corman 

Dawson 

Dent 

Dow 

Fascell 

Felghan 

Fino 

Flood 

Flynt 

Ford, 

William  D. 


[Roll  No.  127] 


Frellnghuysen 

Gettys 

Giaimo 

Goodell 

Gude 

Hanna 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Hawkins 

Hays 

Hebert 

Hollfield 

Horton 

Ichord 

Irwin 

Kluczynski 

Kornegay 

Long,  La. 

McClory 

McEwen 

Mize 

Nelsen 

O’Konskl 


Pickle 

Pike 

Pool 

Reid,  N.Y. 
Ruppe 
St.  Onge 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Iowa 
Springer 
Stratton 
Teague,  Tex. 
Thompson,  N.  J. 
Ullman 
Vander  Jagt 
Williams,  Miss. 
Willis 
Younger 


Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Landrum,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
H.R.  1318,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  376  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 


would  initially  like  to  express  my  thanks 
to  the  minority  for  placing  emphasis  on 
the  importance  of  this  amendment. 

For  those  Members  who  may  not  have 
.been  present  when  the  amendment  was 
read,  the  amendment  extends  the  au¬ 
thorization  under  the  legislation  beyond 
the  1-year  period  in  the  committee 
amendment  to  1969  in  the  amount  of  $275 
million,  and  to  1970  in  the  amount  of 
$350  million. 

My  colleagues,  if  we  are  going  to  take 
care  of  the  undernourished,  the  under¬ 
fed,  and  the  starving  of  this  Nation,  we 
must  allow  our  States  to  plan  ahead  of 
time.  It  is  impossible,  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
our  States  to  plan  ahead  under  a  1-year 
authorization. 

The  committee  might  state  that  they 
have  not  held  hearings  on  the  amounts 
covered  in  my  amendment.  By  the  same 
token  I  would  say  to  the  committee  they 
had  ample  time  to  hold  hearings,  and 
that  these  amounts  are  what  we  feel  are 
accurate  projections  of  the  needs  in  view 
of  applications  already  approved,  and  not 
funded,  and  in  view  of  applications  that 
will  be  submitted. 

The  point  of  fact,  as  stated  earlier,  is 
the  cities  of  Boston  and  New  York  are 
waiting  implementation  of  their  pro¬ 
grams  because  of  a  lack  of  funds. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  would  be  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  If  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  has  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  this  program  for  3  more  years 
rather  than  just  2. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  is  correct. 
Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  And  it  is  not  an 
open-end  authorization  for  appropria¬ 
tions? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  It  would  limit  the 
authorization. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  At  the  end  of  the 
amendment  it  says,  after  June  30,  1970, 
“not  in  excess  of  such  funds  as  may 
thereafter  be  authorized  by  the  Congress 
for  any  subsequent  fiscal  year.” 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  For  any  fiscal  year 
subsequent  to  1970,  that  is  correct. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  So  it  is  not  open 
ended.  I  want  to  say  that  3  years’  time  is 
sufficient  to  meet  my  objections  to  the 
committee  amendment.  I  just  felt  we 
could  not  accept  a  1-year  authorization 
because  it  would  destroy  all  planning  of 
the  programs  for  future  expansion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Barrett,  Mr.  St  Germain  was  al¬ 
lowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional  min¬ 
utes.) 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  have  a  list  here  of 
some  232  counties  which  have  requested 
the  food  stamp  program  in  their  areas. 
They  have  been  approved,  but  they  have 
not  been  able  to  initiate  the  program. 
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I  have  another  list  of  140  counties 
throughout  the  States  which  have 
requested  the  food  stamp  program,  but 
which  have  not  yet  been  approved  for 
participation.  It  takes  time  to  put  these 
programs  into  being.  You  cannot  plan 
ahead  with  just  a  1-year  authorization. 

But  if  the  committee  would  accept  a 
3-year  authorization,  as  the  gentleman 
proposes,  I  believe  we  could  live  with  it 
and  have  a  good  program. 

Both  of  the  lists  I  have  referred  to 
were  printed  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Congressional  Record  on  March  14, 
1967,  at  pages  A1278  to  A1237. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
woman. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply 
want  to  join  with  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  in  support  of  his  amend¬ 
ment.  I  know  from  experience  in  many 
of  the  programs  that  we  are  confronted 
with,  programs  in  the  educational  field 
and  in  other  types  of  programs,  that 
some  long-range  plans  are  absolutely  es¬ 
sential.  I  believe  it  would  be  wholly  un¬ 
workable  to  restrict  this  to  a  1-year 
authorization. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for 
presenting  his  amendment,  and  I  will 
support  it. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  sure  that  a  great  many  of  us  have 
received  similar  communications  to  that 
which  I  received  from  my  director  of 
social  welfare  in  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island. 

I  would  like  to  quote  very  briefly  from 
that  communication: 

As  we  noted  earlier  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island  firmly  committed  itself  to  the  Pood 
Stamp  Act  of  1964.  This  commitment  led  to 
a  large  expenditure  of  time,  effort  and  money 
to  establish  a  Pood  Stamp  Program  in  the 
State  of  which  we  could  be  proud. 

As  I  stated,  I  am  sure  that  many  of 
you  here  on  the  floor  today  have  had 
a  similar  experience  in  your  own  State. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
on  his  amendment.  I  think  it  is  a  very 
worthwhile  amendment  and  a  very  nec¬ 
essary  amendment. 

As  a  member  of  the  committee,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  the  only  way  the 
bill  could  get  out  of  the  committee  in 
the  first  place  was  with  this  crippling 
amendment  which  you  have  put  an 
amendment  onto.  The  people  who  pro¬ 
posed  the  amendment  then  voted  against 
the  bill  in  the  committee. 

In  other  words,  your  substitute  will 
alleviate  that  problem. 

As  I  say,  this  is  a  very  good  substitute 
and  I  think  everybody  should  understand 
that  if  it  does  not  carry  and  the  orig¬ 
inal  committee  amendment  carries,  it 
will  virtually  wreck  the  food  stamp  bill. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 


Mr.  FRASER.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  for  offering  this  amendment. 

I,  too,  believe  that  this  should  be  at 
least  a  3-year  program  instead  of  the 
1-year  period  as  provided  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment.  This  has  been  a  very 
important  program  in  our  area  of  the 
country  and  the  welfare  officials  are  bi¬ 
partisan  in  nature  and  we  support  this 
program  very  strongly.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  When  I  read  from 
the  communication  from  my  director  of 
social  welfare  in  Rhode  Island,  I  am 
sure  the  gentlemen  on  the  minority  side 
of  the  aisle  are  aware  of  the  unfortunate 
situation  in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island 
where  the  State  administration  is  led  by 
a  Republican  Governor  and  as  a  result 
those  in  charge  of  our  agency  are  Repub¬ 
licans  and  the  head  of  this  agency  is  a 
Republican  but  this  particular  admin¬ 
istrator  of  social  welfare  happens  to  be 
one  of  the  more  effective  administrators 
in  tije  Nation  so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

I  cited  to  you  the  plan  that  had  been 
implemented  in  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island  for  its  effectiveness  and  its  de¬ 
sirability. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  on  offering 
his  amendment.  I  certainly  urge  its  adop¬ 
tion. 

[Mr.  VANIK  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  want  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  Committee  the  fact 
that  there  is  much  to  be  said  in  favor 
of  some  kind  of  assurance  as  to  the 
length  of  a  program.  Your  committee 
recognized  that  fact.  But  here  on  the 
floor  we  are  faced  with  a  practical  prob¬ 
lem  just  as  we  were  in  the  committee.  We 
originally  had  a  bill  introduced  which 
was  a  completely  open-ended  proposi¬ 
tion  with  no  limitation  upon  the  amount 
that  would  be  spent  other  than  that 
which  would  from  year  to  year  be  writ¬ 
ten  in  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

I  do  not  think  the  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  changes  that  situation  very  much. 
It  is  true  that  it  puts  some  figures  in,  but 
in  fiscal  year  1969  it  will  be  $50  million 
more  than  the  other  body  has  already 
provided  and  the  year  after  that  it  would 
be  $100  million  more  than  that  body  has 
already  provided. 

I  do  not  think  this  House  expects  that 
we  are  going  to  appropriate  funds  of  that 
magnitude. 

Just  yesterday  the  majority  of  this 
House  said  that  they  did  not  want  to  in¬ 
crease  the  debt  limit.  Well,  you  can  vote 
on  the  debt  limit — the  debt  is  what  is 
really  vital  and  the  way  you  limit  the 
debt  is  by  limiting  what  you  spend.  If 
you  are  going  to  spend  $100  million  a 
year  more  than  the  other  body  has  pro¬ 
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vided,  then  I  doubt  that  any  limit  is  go¬ 
ing  to  amount  to  much. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
spending  money.  Your  Committee  on 
Agriculture  was  not  hostile  to  this  food 
stamp  program.  I  was  disappointed  and 
chagrined  when  the  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri  got  up  and  castigated  this  com¬ 
mittee  as  being  hostile  to  the  food  stamp 
program.  This  is  the  committee  that 
brought  the  food  stamp  program  before 
this  House.  This  is  the  committee  that 
sponsored  and  passed  the  food  stamp 
program.  This  is  the  committee  that 
brought  it  to  the  floor  this  year. 

I  have  said  publicity  that  I  was  going 
to  vote  for  a  continuation  of  this  food 
stamp  program,  whether  you  adopt  the 
committee  amendments  or  whether  you 
do  not.  I  think  it  is  a  good  program  and 
I  think  it  is  something  which  we  should 
continue.  I  think  that  it  will  be  a  better 
program  if  we  adopt  the  committee 
amendments.  It  is  something  that  we 
will  continue,  but  I  think  it  is  something 
that  we  should  have  a  chance  to  review 
from  year  to  year  in  the  open. 

If  this  committee  amendment  is  not 
adopted,  you  will  get  a  chance  to  review 
this  program  only  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  but  how  many  of 
you  can  go  down  there  and  be  heard? 
How  many  of  you  can  hear  what  testi¬ 
mony  is  given  before  that  committee? 
How  many  of  us  can  read  the  testimony 
before  the  appropriation  bill  is  before 
us? 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  does 
not  function  that  way.  Any  Member  of 
the  House  can  come  over  there  and  be 
heard  before  our  committee.  All  of  you 
who  wanted  to  be  heard  were  heard  this 
year.  There  was  not  a  one  of  you  who 
asked  to  be  heard  who  was  not  heard. 
You  have  a  chance  to  be  heard  before  the 
legislative  committee.  You  have  a  chance 
to  present  your  attitude. 

If  you  leave  the  review  with  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  as  this  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  provides,  you  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  next  year. 
If  you  kill  the  committee  amendment, 
you  will  have  no  chance  to  be  heard.  You 
will  have  no  chance  to  make  any  deter¬ 
mination  or  to  present  any  reason  as  to 
what  should  be  done  in  the  way  of  im¬ 
proving  or  changing  the  program  or  fix¬ 
ing  the  amount  that  is  to  be  spent. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  appreciate  the 
remarks  of  the  Chairman.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  of  his  sincerity.  But  by  the  same 
token,  it  is  one  thing  to  approve  the 
United  Givers  Appeal  or  the  United 
Fund  Appeal,  but  it  is  another  thing  to 
make  an  actual  contribution.  As  I  stated 
previously,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  from 
the  evidence  that  we  have,  individuals 
who  have  heard  from  our  own  constitu¬ 
ents  and  others,  in  order  for  the  States 
to  implement  these  programs  and  keep 
them  going,  they  have  to  have  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  more  than  1  year. 

There  was  some  thought  of  an  open- 
end  authorization,  an  amendment  for 
an  open-end.  This  was  changed  to  keep 
the  authority  with  the  Committee  on 
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Agriculture.  This  would  merely  give 
them  3  years  to  know  that  they  can 
work  on  this  program  and  look  fox-ward 
to  its  implementation  for  these  3  years. 
They  are  already  spending  a  goodly 
amount  of  money  on  the  administration 
of  these  programs. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  want  to  discuss 
the  second  amendment  right  now.  The 
gentleman  has.  I  believe,  been  attempt¬ 
ing  to  discuss  the  second  amendment.  But 
the  first  amendment  relates  to  the  re¬ 
view  procedure,  and  the  effect  of  it  is 
simply  to  keep  it  in  the  hands  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  during  each 
of  the  3  years.  The  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  would  go  further  and  would  px-o- 
vide  an  authorization  for  expenditures  of 
$155  million  more  during  the  next  3 
years,  than  in  provided  in  the  bill  that 
has  been  passed  by  the  other  body. 

I  do  not  believe  you  could  get  that 
amount  of  money,  and  I  do  not  think 
any  of  you  think  you  will.  I  think  that 
all  you  do  by  this  is  to  say  in  effect  that 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  cannot  re¬ 
view  this  program  during  the  next  3 
years. 

I  fear  that  it,  too,  emphasizes  what  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  and  the 
gentleman  fi'om  Rhode  Island  have  both 
made  very  plain,  and  that  is  they  feel  our 
Committee  on  Agi*iculture  is  unfriendly 
to  their  proposal. 

The  gentleman  suggests  it  is  one  thing 
to  talk  about  making  subscriptions  to 
good  causes,  and  that  it  is  another  thing 
to  actually  put  up  the  money.  I  wonder 
what  committee  in  this  House  “put  up 
the  money”?  I  wonder  what  committee 
brought  the  food  stamp  program  before 
us?  Where  did  it  come  from,  if  not  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture?  Oui*s  is 
the  committee  which  bi-ought  this  pro¬ 
gram  hei-e.  Yet  we  are  charged  with  sim¬ 
ply  giving  mouth  service  and  doing  noth¬ 
ing  substantial. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  a  fair  chai-ge.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  hardly  woi-thy  to  make  that 
kind  of  charge  against  the  Agx-iculture 
Committee  that  has  brought  this  pro- 
gi-am  before  the  House  and  that  wants  to 
try  to  keep  a  program  going. 

I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  get  a  good  program.  What 
we  are  doing  is  laying  the  predicate  to 
have  the  committee  reject  the  entire 
thing. 

I  believe  we  have  brought  a  workable 
progx-am,  one  that  provides  for  a  fair  re¬ 
view,  and  a  review  that  I  wish  the  House 
would  let  us  carx-y  through. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri. 

Mi’s.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  in  my  remarks  I  did  praise  the 
gentleman  his  fine  cooperation  and  for 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor.  I  have  al¬ 
ways  been  happy  to  give  public  recogni¬ 
tion  to  the  support  he  has  given  to  this 
program  in  past  years.  But  when  we  look 
at  the  vote  of  his  committee — if  I  recall 
the  vote  coi-rectly  the  vote  to  bring  this 
amended  bill  to  the  floor  the  vote  was  19 
t^i4ieven.after  these  amendments  were 
added.  It  is  my  understanding  that  in 
older  to  get  the  bill  out  of  committee,  it 
was  necessai-y  to  put  these  limitations 


on  the  authorization  for  appropriations 
and  to  add  the  20  percent  cost-sharing 
amendment.  So  next  year  we  would  have 
to  go  back  again  and  have  the  same  fight 
all  over  again,  and  always  we  would  be  hit 
with  the  same  limitations  or  a  require¬ 
ment  for  cost-sharing  participation  by 
the  States  such  as  in  this  case  of  20  per¬ 
cent.  Three  years  ago  it  was  for  50  per¬ 
cent  and  we  had  to  knock  it  out.  Most  of 
those  on  the  gentleman’s  committee  who 
voted  for  the  restrictions  in  the  bill  are 
going  to  vote  against  the  bill  anyway,  so 
I  do  not  think  one  could  say  it  is  a  sym¬ 
pathetic  committee,  because  if  it  were, 
we  would  not  have  this  fight  on  these 
same  grounds  each  year  the  bill  comes 
up.  That  is  why  I  have  said  that  where¬ 
as  the  committee  always  has  the  power 
to  report  out  bills  to  amend  this  law,  we 
should  not  be  forced  to  go  before  an 
unsympathetic  committee  every  year  and 
be  required  to  get  a  bill  to  continue  the 
program. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  want  to  speak  for 
other  members  of  the  committee,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  will  vote  for  the  bill  with  or  without 
the  amendments. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  BELCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  any¬ 
body  was  in  doubt  at  all  about  this  being 
a  good  amendment,  I  believe  he  would 
just  have  to  change  his  mind  when  he 
would  find  the  chaii’man  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  me  both  opposing 
it,  because  I  believe  this  is  one  of  the 
very  few  times  that  we  happen  to  have 
been  on  the  same  side.  I  believe  that 
would  be  about  all  the  information  he 
would  need. 

I  am  going  to  have  to  admit  now  that 
there  are  some  members  on  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  who  are  not  sympa¬ 
thetic  to  this  program.  I  plead  guilty  as 
one  of  those.  But  the  committee  as  a 
whole  is  not  unsympathetic  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  program.  I  have  never  been  able 
to  understand  why  they  were  sympa¬ 
thetic,  but  nevex-theless  the  majority  of 
them  have  been. 

This  program,  instead  of  being  a  char¬ 
ity  program,  does  away  with  a  pi-ogram 
for  the  people  that  actually  need  food, 
for  the  pui-pose  of  giving  a  better  diet  to 
those  who  already  have  money.  I  cannot 
understand  why  we  should  feed  or  give 
a  better  diet  to  a  fellow  who  already  has 
cash  with  which  to  buy  his  own  groceries, 
and  take  away  from  the  person  who  has 
no  means  whatsoever  of  getting  com¬ 
modities  or  any  other  kind  of  food.  That 
is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  have  been 
unsympatetic. 

Another  reason  is  that  this  program, 
as  far  as  I  can  see,  is  going  to  get  big¬ 
ger  and  bigger.  If  we  have  any  doubt, 
just  look  at  what  is  happening  right  now. 
Instead  of  $195  million,  they  want  $275 
million,  and  $350  million.  They  want  $820 
million  right  at  the  very  start  of  this 
program,  and  that  is  only  the  beginning. 

Some  who  might  think  they  do  not 
have  any  chips  in  this  game  should  stop 
and  think  that  last  night  the  House  of 
Representatives  voted  down  the  debt  ceil¬ 


ing  bill.  If  we  are  going  to  continue  to 
do  that,  eyery  dollar  that  goes  for  the 
food  stamp  program  is  going  to  have  to 
come  out  of  somebody’s  private  program. 
So  those  who  are  interested  in  other 
projects  and  other  improvements  and 
other' expenditures  which  they  feel  are 
essential  and  good,  should  just  stop  and 
think  that  out  of  this  budget  is  going  to 
have  to  come  money  for  the  food  stamp 
pi-ogram.  If  we  put  a  ceiling  on,  we  are 
going  to  have  to  get  this  money  from 
somebody. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chainnan,  the 
gentleman  had  10  minutes. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  would  have  been 
happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  gentleman  had  10 
minutes  and  I  did  not  object  at  all  to 
his  statement.  Would  he  just  let  me  fin¬ 
ish  my  statement,  and  if  I  get  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  minutes,  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  him. 

The  gentleman  made  quite  a  thing  of 
the  fact  that  a  Republican  Governor  up 
in  Rhode  Island  was  behind  this  pi-o- 
gi-am.  I  can  let  the  Members  in  on  a  se¬ 
cret.  Evei-y  Governor  in  the  United 
States — Republican,  Communist,  or 
Democrat — is  going  to  be  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  because  he  will  get  a  completely 
free  ride  for  his  budget.  The  Federal 
Government  is  going  to  pay  for  the  entire 
thing. 

On  this  very  bill — which  is  going  to  be 
violently  opposed  by  the  people  sponsor¬ 
ing  the  bill — there  is  a  proposal  to  just 
make  them  pay  20  percent. 

When  they  get  a  free  ride  on  this  pro¬ 
gram,  do  we  not  believe  they  are  going 
to  saddle  every  single  thing  on  this  pro¬ 
gram  that  they  possibly  can?  On  all  the 
other  programs  they  have  to  participate 
anywhere  from  20  percent  to  50  percent. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Yox-k.  The  gentleman 
took  up  half  of  my  time  the  other  day, 
but  I  know  he  just  cannot  keep  still  over 
there,  so  he  can  go  ahead. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  just  articulate. 

The  gentleman  pointed  out  that  the 
other  programs  cost  from  20  percent  to 
50  percent. 

As  to  the  commodities  progi-am,  I  be¬ 
lieve  those  commodities  are  supplied  free. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  why, 
if  he  is  opposed  to  the  food  stamps  going 
free,  he  does  not  oppose  the  commodities 
going  free? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  commodity  pi’O- 
gram  was  set  up  because  we  had  the 
granaries  of  this  country  just  bulging 
with  surplus  commodities.  We  set  it  up 
as  much  to  get  rid  of  the  surplus  com¬ 
modities  as  we  did  for  a  charitable  pro¬ 
gram  back  home. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Belcher 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  There  is  another  thing, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  commodity  pi-ogram 
is  never  going  to  even  be  a  drop  in  the 
bucket  compared  to  what  this  program 
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is  going  to  be,  when  it  escalates  from 
$195  million  up  to  $820  million  by  1970. 

As  I  said,  we  are  going  to  see  Republi¬ 
can  Governors  and  we  are  going  to  see 
all  of  the  Governors  in  here  asking  for 
this  particular  program. 

That  is  how  I  felt,  and  how  I  still  feel. 
My  own  State  of  Oklahoma  has  a  Re¬ 
publican  Governor,  who  has  felt  we 
should  feed  the  poor  people  first. 

Apparently  the  proponents  of  this  bill 
would  rather  feed  those  people  who  al¬ 
ready  have  cash  to  buy  part  of  their  gro- ' 
ceries  with.  We  prefer  to  feed  those  who 
have  no  cash  at  all. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  merely  wish  to 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  people  come 
to  see  me  on  this  food  stamp  program, 
and  they  say  how  happy  they  are,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  getting  $48  or  $52  or  $60 
a  month  to  live  on,  for  gas,  electricity, 
food,  heat,  and  light. 

I  do  not  believe  that  to  supplement 
the  diet  of  people  who  are  receiving  so 
little  per  month  to  live  on  is  feeding 
someone  who  is  not  in  need.  I  feel  that 
these  people  are  in  need. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Would  the  gentleman 
not  agree  with  me  that  a  man  with  $52 
a  month  is  a  darned  sight  better  off  than 
a  man  without  anything? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  That  is  correct,  but 
why  eliminate  those  who  have  only  $52 
a  month? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Why  would  the  gentle¬ 
man  want  to  take  care  of  the  fellow  with 
$52  and  let  the  other  fellow  starve? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  I  say,  let  us  take 
c£re  of  those  who  do  not  have  the  $52 
also.  Let  us  help  them  also. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  It  cannot  be  done  un¬ 
der  this  bill.  This  bill  stops  the  com¬ 
modity  program.  When  Members  vote 
for  this  bill  they  vote  to  stop  the  com¬ 
modity  program. 

Whom  should  we  take  care  of  first? 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  there  is  also  a  downgrad¬ 
ing  of  the  amount,  based  on  the  amount 
of  the  individual’s  income.  There  are 
criteria,  or  some  authorization  given  in 
this  program,  to  allow  a  basic  commodity 
to  go  as  low  as  50  cents  or  $2. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  In  all  courtesy  I  believe 
I  should  yield  now  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  should  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  that 
the  cost  of  the  present  direct  distribution 
program  is  $175  million,  for  the  free  food 
given  out  to  States  like  his.  His  State 
has  73  counties  receiving  free  food  hand¬ 
outs.  If  the  State  would  pay  the  admin¬ 
istration  costs  of  the  food  stamp  program 
instead,  the  people  in  those  counties 
could  get  a  much  better  diet,  instead  of 
having  to  live  on  flour,  dried  beans, 
powdered  milk,  and  a  few  items  such  as 
those. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  There  would  be  a  lot  of 
them  that  would  not  get  anything  under 
either  one  of  those  programs  if  we  put 
the  stamp  program  in. 


Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Only  if  they  chose 
not  to  participate,  because  they  are  now 
getting  something  free  but  they  are  not 
getting  a  proper  diet — not  the  kind  of 
food  Americans  should  have  for  an  ade¬ 
quate  diet. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  The  commodity  pro¬ 
gram  would  go  out  in  Oklahoma  and  we 
prefer  that  program  there.  I  assume 
sooner  or  later  the  State  administration 
in  Oklahoma  will  figure  out  that  if  you 
can  get  this  for  nothing,  they  will  take 
it  on  rather  than  the  commodity  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Would  the  gentleman 
be  willing  to  do  without  the  Public  Law 
480  program  that  feeds  India  and  all  of 
the  other  countries  all  over  the  world? 
That  is  what  our  people  are  complaining 
about.  Why  feed  people  all  over  the  world 
when  you  are  so  chintzy  about  feeding 
your  own? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  We  feed  those  people 
all  over  the  world  with  a  commodity  pro¬ 
gram.  That  is  the  only  one  that  I  voted 
for.  I  say  before  we  send  it  to  India  and 
cut  it  off  from  Oklahoma  and  establish 
a  program  for  the  Middle  East,  I  say  keep 
the  commodities  in  Oklahoma. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  But  you  are  in  favor 
of  sending  it  abroad  under  the  Public 
Law  480  program? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes.  Reluctantly  I  have 
voted  for  the  passage  of  Public  Law  480. 
Of  course,  the  passage  of  that  law  in  the 
very  beginning  was  for  no  charitable 
purpose  at  all.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  market  for  American  com¬ 
modities  all  over  the  world.  Eventually, 
as  we  went  along,  we  gradually  saddled  it 
up  with  a  charitable  program,  too.  I  have 
gotten  so  much  in  the  habit  of  voting 
for  Public  Law  480  that  I  guess  I  have 
just  continued.  I  do  not  want  to  get  in 
the  habit  of  voting  for  the  food  stamp 
plan,  because  I  might  continue  that,  too. 

Mr:  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  want  to  point  out  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  question  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Resnick]  the  pri¬ 
mary  difference  between  the  food  stamp 
program  and  the  commodity  program  is 
that  the  commodity  program  was  a 
surplus  disposal  program.  That  is  why 
there  was  no  participation  by  the  States. 
Under  the  food  stamp  program,  section 
3  defines  food  as  any  food  product  ex¬ 
cept  alcoholic  beverages  and  tobacco  and 
those  foods  and  meats  which  are  im¬ 
ported. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Belcher 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  There  is  a  vast  difference 
between  what  you  can  buy  in  the  food 
stamp  program  and  a  commodity  pro¬ 
gram. 

Secondly,  as  I  pointed  out  in  the  report 
at  page  31,  in  nearly  every  other  program 
the  States  and  local  governments  pay 
about  30  or  40  percent  of  the  cost.  We 
are  not  setting  a  precedent  by  asking  the 
States  to  pay  20  percent. 


Mr.  BELCHER.  Members  of  the  House, 
I  have  only  1  minute  left.  I  think  first  we 
should  defeat  the  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  St  Ger¬ 
main]  and  sustain  the  committee 
amendment.  I  think  those  of  you  who  are 
in  favor  of  the  food  stamp  plan  will  do 
well  to  do  that,  because  if  you  start 
forcing  this  food  stamp  plan  too  fast,  I 
think  you  may  wind  up  on  the  wrong  end 
of  the  horns.  So  the  best  thing  you  can 
do  is  let  the  committee  take  another 
look  at  it  1  year  from  now. 

Mr.  WYDLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  will  if  I  have  any 
more  time. 

Mr.  WYDLER.  I  want  to  clear  up  one 
thing,  because  I  heard  the  gentlewoman 
say  that  this  is  a  program  for  free  food.  I 
am  trying  to  get  clear  in  my  own  mind, 
is  this  food  really  free?  Does  not  some¬ 
body  have  to  pay  for  it? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  If  you  need  $16  worth 
of  groceries  and  you  put  up  $10  in  cash, 
the  Federal  Government  puts  up  $6. 
They  give  you  $16  worth  of  food  stamps. 
To  the  extent  of  the  difference  between 
$10  and  $16,  that  is  free. 

Mr.  WYDLER.  It  is  free  to  the  con¬ 
sumer,  but  somebody  has  to  pay  that  $6, 
does  he  not? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  comes  out  of  the 
taxpayer,  and  everything  that  comes  out 
of  the  taxpayer  is  supposedly  free. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
order  to  -seek  unanimous  consent  to  limit 
the  time  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that 
everyone  is  interested  in  this  question, 
most  of  whom  have  spoken  thereon,  and 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  all  debate  on  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  and  all  amendments  and  substi¬ 
tutes  thereto  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

Mr.  VIGORITO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 

Mr.  POAGE..  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  qn  this  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto,  as  well  as  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  thereto,  close  within 
the  period  of  12  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  will  state  his  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it 
in  order  to  advise  the  House  that  the 
United  Arab  Republic  has  just  notified 
the  United  Nations  that  it  has  accepted 
the  cease-fire? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Mat- 
sunaga]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Matsu- 
naga  yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Resnick.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dall], 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mi’.  Randall 
yielded  his  time  to  Mrs.  Sullivan.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
PUCINSKI]  . 


H6894 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Pucinski 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Resnick.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Barrett]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Barrett 
yielded  his  time  to  Mrs.  Sullivan.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Michel]. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
make  only  one  point  here  in  opposition 
to  the  amendment,  and  that  is  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  level  of  authorizations  in 
future  years. 

We  are  now  funding  this  program  at  a 
$195  million  level.  I  just  cannot  see  how 
we  can  raise  this  authorization  to  $350 
million  in  view  of  the  financial  plight  we 
are  in.  Sometime,  somewhere,  we  have  got 
to  hold  the  line.  We  cannot  do  it  alone  on 
the  Appropriations  Committee.  This  is 
the  time  to  hold  the  line  and  I  for  one 
do  not  like  the  idea  of  shooting  the  moon, 
so  to  speak,  at  authorizing  time  and  then 
expecting  our  Appropriations  Committee 
to  take  the  heat  at  funding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  1965  this  program 
cost  us  $36  million.  In  1966  it  cost  us 
$70  million.  In  1967  it  is  projected  that 
it  will  cost  us  $125  million. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  bill  is 
enacted  into  law  we  will,  I  am  sure,  come 
up  with  $195  million  in  the  Agriculture 
appropriation  conference  report  since  it 
was  knocked  out  on  a  point  of  order  in 
the  bill  we  passed  last  Tuesday. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
opinion  that  the  gentleman’s  substitute 
amendment  which  provides  for  a  much 
larger  authorization  should  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
VigoritoL 

Mr.  VIGORITO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  substitute  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  and 
against  the  committee  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
GathingsL 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  substitute  amend¬ 
ment,  and  in  favor  of  the  committee 
amendment.  I  supported  the  creation  of 
the  food  stamp  program.  It  is  a  fine  pro¬ 
gram.  I  want  to  provide  adequate  au¬ 
thorizations  for  its  expansion. 


The  $275  million  for  the  year  1969  is 
a  little  excessive  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
at  the  current  rate  of  expenditures  we 
are  spending  $160  million.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  brought  in  $195 
million  for  the  new  year  starting  July  1. 

To  increase  the  authorization  to  $275 
million  1  year  later  would  be  speeding 
the  effort  probably  faster  than  new  areas 
could  be  brought  in.  The  Senate  has  ap¬ 
proved  a  bill  extending  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  for  3  years  authorizing  $200  million 
for  fiscal  1968,  $225  million  for  1969 
and  $250  million  for  1970.  I  oppose  the 
amendment  authorizing  $275  million  for 
1969  and  $350  million  for  1970. 

Tlie  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
St  Germain], 


Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
do  not  believe  I  can  speak  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  inasmuch  as  I  have  already  spoken 
on  the  amendment.  I  therefore  defer  my 
time  to  a  subsequent  amendment. 

As  I  understand,  the  motion  was  of¬ 
fered  on  the  pending  amendment  and 
all  subsequent  amendments.  I  would  ask 
to  be  recognized  later  on  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs. 
Sullivan]  for  3  minutes. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
answer  to  the  gentleman  who  brought 
up  the  question  of  the  increase  in  cost 
each  year  in  the  food  stamp  program, 
I  think  the  gentleman  knows  from  being 
on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  all  these 
years  that  the  reason  the  appropriation 
was  low  the  first  year  was  because  it 
was  an  experimental  pilot  program  which 
included  only  eight  counties,  and  then 
it  was  expanded  to  41  pilot  projects  and 
it  has  grown  year  by  year  as  its  advan¬ 
tages  became  evident  to  more  and  more 
municipalities.  That  is  the  reason  we 
have  these  escalating  amounts  each  year 
in  the  appropriations;  because  each  year 
more  and  more  counties  and  more  and 
more  people  are  coming  in  after  they 
have  been  certified. 

As  I  stated  before,  232  counties  which 
have  already  been  approved  are  waiting 
to  come  into  the  program  until  there  are 
sufficient  appropriations.  There  are  140 
counties  that  have  made  applications 
that  have  not  yet  been  certified  and  ap¬ 
proved,  because  the  funds  are  not  yet 
available.  Nine  States  are  not  yet  in  the 
program  at  all. 

In  the  district  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois,  there  have  been  requests  for  the 
food  stamp  plan,  but  it  has  not  yet  been 
put  into  operation  there.  So  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  own  people  do  want  to  get  into 
the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  show  the 
Members  these  voluminous  petitions  I 
have  received.  These  are  from  people  in 
the  city  of  St.  Louis,  the  only  community 
in  the  whole  State  of  Missouri  which  so 
far  has  been  getting  food  stamps.  My 
constituents  want  them,  and  they  want 
them  continued.  They  have  sent  me 
these  petitions  signed  with  their  names 
and  addresses,  and  I  am  most  impressed 
by  this  outpouring  of  support  from  my 
city. 

I  hope  we  can  vote  for  the  St  Germain 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Gonzalez], 

(Mr.  GONZALEZ  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
brought  out  in  the  exchange  here  this 
afternoon  a  very  important  point  with 
regard  to  this  program.  We  have  persons 
who  cannot  qualify  for  the  food  stamp 
program,  but  who  do  need  food.  In  my 
own  county,  for  example,  the  county 
commissioners  are  in  favor  of  inaugurat¬ 
ing  the  program,  and  they  have  passed  a 
resolution  to  that  effect,  but  they  hesi¬ 
tate  to  implement  this  resolution  be¬ 
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cause  they  have  been  informed  that 
many  of  the  people  who  today  are  re¬ 
ceiving  surplus  commodity  food  in  order 
to  keep  body  and  soul  together  would  not 
be  able  to  qualify  for  food  stamp  money 
or  qualify  under  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  provisions. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
proper  time,  not  today,  I  intend  to  offer 
either  a  bill  or  an  amendment  to  the 
existing  law  so  that  we  can  provide  that 
those  counties  who  want  to  come  into 
the  food  stamp  program,  and  qualify  in 
it,  also  will  be  able  to  keep  at  least  some 
residue  of  the  surplus  commodity  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Res¬ 
nick]. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  unfor¬ 
tunately  the  general  debate  on  this  bill 
took  place  a  few  weeks  ago  and  we  went 
through  this  then. 

Very  briefly,  I  would  like  to  tell  my  col¬ 
leagues  just  what  this  is  all  about.  It  is 
very  simple  and  very  clear — these 
amendments  were  offered  by  the  minor¬ 
ity  side  to  virtually  gut  this  food  stamp 
bill. 

Now  you  heard  my  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  say  that  he  would 
vote  for  this  bill  with  the  committee 
amendments  or  without  the  committee 
amendments.  You  heard  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  minority  member 
of  the  committee  say  he  was  going  to 
vote  against  it. 

I  think  this  is  very  simple — that  they 
put  these  amendments  on  so  that  they 
could  go  back  home  and  say,  “We  voted 
for  the  food  stamp  program.”  But  they 
put  in  these  hookers  that  are  just  going 
to  ruin  the  program.  That  is  the  long  and 
short  of  it. 

I  would  like  to  say  in  defense  of  my 
distinguished  committee  chairman  that 
he  fought  hard  in  committee  to  get  this 
bill  out  and  that  the  only  way  he  could 
get  the  bill  out  was  with  these  crippling 
amendments. 

I  do  not  want  anybody  to  have  any 
allusions  about  how  this  bill  got  out — 
that  is  the  only  way  it  got  out. 

This  amendment  and  the  following 
amendment,  which  I  hope  we  will  have  a 
little  more  time  to  debate,  I  will  say 
again,  if  we  do  not  defeat  these  amend¬ 
ments,  we  will  be  ruining  the  food  stamp 
program. 

Mr.  CONYERS  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
here  a  letter  from  the  Wayne  County 
Department  of  Social  Service  which  cov¬ 
ers  Detroit  in  the  administration  of  this 
program. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  the  Members  of 
the  House  that  if  the  20-percent  provi¬ 
sion  is  carried,  it  is  estimated  that  it  will 
cost  at  least  $600,000  to  administer  the 
food  stamp  program  and  it  would  lead 
them  to  consider  abandoning  the  whole 
program. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

We  have  all  received  letters  and  we 
are  all  aware  of  this.  This  is  just  a  de¬ 
vice  to  gut  and  ruin  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 
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If  the  mihority  Members  are  so  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  States  sharing,  I  suggest 
that  the  States  share  in  the  commodity 
programs  and  I  suggest  also  that  the 
reason  my  distinguished  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma,  voted  for 
public  law  480  is  that  he  just  happens  to 
have  a  few  wheatgrowers  in  his  district. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
riUTr  Rpt  rnrol 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
PoageL 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  Committee,  there  are 
two  issues  before  us — one  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  review.  I  think  it  is  quite  clear 
that  this  Committee  should  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  review  this  program. 

The  committee  amendment  does  give 
us  an  opportunity  to  review  this  program 
annually.  Unless  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted,  we  will  have  no  such 
opportunity. 

The  other  question  is  the  question  of 
the  amounts  which  you  want  to  authorize 
for  expenditure.  When  you  authorize 
expenditures,  you  place  your  appropria¬ 
tions  committee  in  an  embarrassing  po¬ 
sition  if  they  do  not  appropriate  and 
you  place  the  House  in  an  embarrassing 
position  when  we  create  an  obligation 
that  is  beyond  the  size  which  we  intend 
to  pay. 

I  would  call  your  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  amount  authorized  in  this  sub¬ 
stitute  is  10  times  the  amount  that  was 
actually  spent  just  5  years  before.  That 
ration  of  increase  seems  to  me  is  unrea¬ 
sonable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  St  Germain]  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  the  Chair 
announced  that  the  ayes  appeared  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  St  Germain 
and  Mr.  Belcher. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  90,  noes 
143. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the  Chair 
announced  that  the  noes  appeared  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mrs.  Sullivan 
and  Mr.  Belcher. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  148,  noes 
91. 

So  the  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


On  page  2,  line  3,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  2.  Section  15  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  sub¬ 
section: 

“‘(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  each  State  shall  be  responsible 
for  financing,  from  funds  available  to  the 
State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  20  per 
centum  of  the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments 
issued  to  eligible  households  which  is  in 
excess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  households 
for  such  allotments.  Each  State  shall  trans¬ 
fer  such  sums  to,  and  they  shall  be  made  a 
part  of,  the  separate  account  created  under 
section  7(d)  of  this  Act.  Each  State  shall 
transfer  such  sums  to  such  ammount  within 
one  calendar  month  following  the  calendar 
month  in  which  the  coupon  allotments  are 
issued  to  eligible  households.  The  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  effective  for 
any  coupon  allotments  issued  prior  to  July  1, 
1969,  to  enable  each  State  to  take  such  ac¬ 
tion  as  is  necessary  under  the  statutes  of  the 
States  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection.’  ” 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  against  the  second  committee 
amendment.  I  appreciate  the  sincerity  of 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  in  wanting  to  improve  the  food 
stamp  program.  I  am  glad  that  some  of 
those  on  the  committee  who  opposed  the 
program  3  years  ago  are  for  it  now — pro¬ 
vided  this  amendment  is  adopted.  How¬ 
ever,  I  feel  that  they  are  placing  too 
high  a  premium  on  their  offer  to  vote 
for  this  bill. 

The  amendment  to  require  the  States 
to  pay  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the 
bonus  coupons  issued  to  participants  in 
the  food  stamp  program  is  a  little  brother 
to  the  amendment  we  defeated  3  years 
ago  to  require  50-percent  sharing.  It 
comes  from  the  same  ancestry — that  is, 
from  a  sense  of  suspicion  about  the  food 
stamp  program,  if  not  actual  opposi¬ 
tion. 

It  is  significant,  I  believe,  that  this 
amendment  carried  in  committee  largely 
with  the  votes  of  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  then  voted  against  the  bill 
even  with  this  amendment.  Are  they  for 
the  bill?  No  indeed.  Are  they  for  the 
food  stamp  program?  Not  at  all.  I  think 
most  of  those  in  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  who  voted  for  this  amendment 
and  then  voted  against  the  bill  do  not 
have  the  food  stamp  program  in  their 
districts  and  presumably  think  the  rest 
of  us  should  not  have  it  either. 

EXCELLENT  CAMPAIGN  ISSUE 

The  record  is  clear  that  those  States 
which  have  been  making  the  greatest 
use  of  the  food  stamp  program  since  it 
was  inaugurated  by  President  Kennedy 
in  1961  will  not  be  able  to  participate  if 
this  amendment  prevails.  We  have  heard 
from  many  of  the  Governors  and  welfare 
directors  to  that  effect.  So  a  vote  for  this 
amendment  is,  in  effect,  a  vote  against 
the  food  stamp  program  in  most  of  the 
41  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
now  participating.  Fortunately,  it  will 
not  be  possible  to  kill  this  program 
through  a  secret  or  nonrecorded  vote. 
For,  if  this  amendment  is  not  defeated 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 


on  the  State  of  the  Union,  it  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  rollcall  in  the  House. 

Let  me  say  very  frankly  that  I  cannot 
think  of  a  better  issue  to  take  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  an  election  campaign  than  this 
food  stamp  program.  I  placed  in  the 
Record  on  May  15,  during  general  de¬ 
bate,  a  list  of  the  States  which  pass  along 
to  their  participating  counties  all  of  the 
costs — I  repeat,  all  of  the  costs — now  as¬ 
sessed  to  the  States  for  the  food  stamp 
program.  I  hope  the  Members  will  look 
at  that  list  before  they  vote  on  this 
amendment.  I  hope  they  will  note  that 
in  at  least  13  States  every  cent  of  addi¬ 
tional  cost  you  shoulder  upon  the  States 
for  the  food  stamp  program  is  going  to 
be  passed  down  to  the  county  courthouse 
in  those  counties  which  have  the  food 
stamp  program,  or  which  want  it. 

COSTS  ASSESSED  ON  COUNTIES 

The  Members  know — or  should  know, 
from  the  material  I  placed  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  Appendix  on  March 
14 — which  counties  in  their  districts 
have  the  food  stamp  progfam  now,  and 
which  are  scheduled  to  have  it  shortly. 
They  were  all  listed  by  congressional  dis¬ 
trict.  Just  compare  that  list,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  with  the  information  I  placed  in 
the  Record  on  May  15  on  how  the  States 
now  assess  their  share  of  the  substantial 
administrative  costs  of  the  food  stamp 
program  within  each  State,  and  the 
Members  will  have  some  realization  of 
what  this  amendment  would  mean  to 
Clay  County  or  Jefferson  County  or  any 
county  in  terms  of  higher  local  taxes  to 
meet  the  costs  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  Any  Member  who  wants  to  add 
a  million  dollars  or  more  a  year  to  local 
taxes  in  his  district  through  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  welcome  to  his  principles. 

But  I  do  not  go  along  with  the  Re¬ 
publicans  and  some  of  the  Democrats, 
who  may  not  have  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  in  their  districts,  who  are  trying 
to  make  it  impossible  for  St.  Louis  to 
have  it.  Those  Members  who  might  suc¬ 
ceed  in  forcing  us  to  a  rollcall  on  this 
amendment — unless  we  defeat  it  here 
and  now — undoubtedly  have  good  rea¬ 
sons  to  give  to  their  constituents  for  the 
susbtantial  increase  in  the  costs  of  local 
government  such  an  amendment  would 
mean  to  such  States  as  Alabama,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  South  Carolina,  Minnesota,  Kan¬ 
sas,  Iowa,  Colorado,  California — there 
are  13  States  which  pass  along  to  the 
counties  every  cent  of  the  cost  of  the 
food  stamp  program.  There  are  16  oth¬ 
ers  which  make  the  counties  pay,  on  an 
average,  about  50  percent  of  all  of  the 
State  costs  for  the  food  stamp  program. 
In  only  12  States  would  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  a  charge  on  the  State  itself.  It 
is  on  page  H5424  of  the  May  15  Record. 

There  are  food  stamp  costs  already  as¬ 
sessed  upon  the  State  and  localities,  and 
they  are  substantial.  One  of  the  tables 
on  page  H5424  of  Monday’s  Record 
shows  what  those  administrative  costs 
will  be  in  the  1970  fiscal  year  if  the  pro¬ 
gram  expands  as  contemplated.  At  that 
time,  the  States  would  be  paying  more 
than  $22  million  in  administrative  costs. 
Under  this  amendment  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering,  we  would  be  adding  three  times 
that  much  to  the  States’  expenses,  or  a 
total  of  $86  million.  Let  those  who  want 
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to  kill  the  food  stamp  program  vote  for 
this  amendment;  all  the  rest  of  us  will 
vote  “no.” 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  to  me? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman. 

Mrs.  DWYER.  I  join  the  gentlewoman 
in  her  opposition  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wholeheartedly  sup¬ 
port  the  position  of  the  distinguished 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sul¬ 
livan]  that  the  proposed  requirement 
that  States  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  food  stamp  program  should  be  elim¬ 
inated  from  the  committee  bill. 

This  is  a  critically  important  issue  in 
my  judgment.  Its  fate  will  determine 
whether  the  program  will  be  free  to  pro¬ 
vide  maximum  help  to  people  who  need 
it  most  or  will  be  significantly  limited  in 
its  impact  on  poverty. 

Ordinarily,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
support  language  requiring  State  shar¬ 
ing  in  the  costs  of  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
grams.  As  a  general  principle,  it  is  a 
sound  one.  It  has  the  effect  of  encourag¬ 
ing  States  to  accept  their  responsibilities 
for  the  welfare  of  their  own  people,  and 
it  introduces  an  element  of  prudence  in 
the  spending  of  public  funds. 

But  as  a  general  principle,  too,  it  is 
subject  to  certain  exceptions.  The  food 
stamp  program,  I  believe,  should  be  such 
an  exception — for  the  following  reasons : 

First,  there  is  already  a  substantial 
degree  of  cost-sharing  built  into  the  food 
stamp  program  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
issuance  of  free  stamps  is  conditioned 
on  the  cash  purchase  by  recipient  fami¬ 
lies  of  an  even  higher  value  of  the 
stamps.  In  addition,  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  must  now  bear  the  costs  of 
program  administration  which  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  7  percent  of  the  total  value  of 
the  bonus  coupons. 

Second,  in  its  first  2  years  or  so  of  op¬ 
eration,  the  food  stamp  program  has 
demonstrated  a  marked  degree  of  suc¬ 
cess,  free  of  waste,  abuse  or  scandal.  To 
impose,  now,  a  requirement  that  States 
pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  stamps 
would  discourage  expansion  and  would 
probably  result  in  the  abandonment  of 
the  program  by  States  for  whom  the 
added  costs  would  be  too  heavy  a  burden. 
Almost  inevitably,  the  States  least  able 
to  pay  the  added  share  of  costs  would 
be  the  States  whose  people  need  the  pro¬ 
gram  most. 

Third,  unlike  many  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs,  the  food  stamp  program 
allows  for  little,  if  any,  discretion  in  the 
use  of  funds.  Regulations  are  both  strict 
and  enforcible.  As  a  result,  there  is  lit¬ 
tle  incentive  for  States  to  compete  for  a 
growing  share  of  Federal  funds,  even 
without  the  restraint  of  an  additional 
cost-sharing  requirement. 

Fourth,  the  exclusive  beneficiaries  of 
the  food  stamp  program  are  low-income 
families  who  cannot  otherwise  afford  to 
provide  adequate,  well-balanced  diets 
for  their  children.  No  unnecessary  re¬ 
strictions  should  be  imposed  on  this 
highly  desirable  national  objectives. 

Fifth,  in  a  majority  of  the  States  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  food  stamp  program,  all 
oi  a  part  of  the  additional  costs  result¬ 


ing  from  the  proposed  amendment  for 
State  cost  sharing  would  be  borne  by 
counties  or  other  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment  rather  than  by  the  States  them¬ 
selves.  In  16  States  at  present,  the  costs 
of  certification  and  coupon  issuance  are 
shared  by  the  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  involved.  In  13  States,  including 
my  own  State  of  New  Jersey,  those  costs 
are  met  entirely  by  the  county  or  local 
governments.  Consequently,  the  depress¬ 
ing  effects  of  the  proposed  requirement 
would  be  even  greater  in  these  States. 

At  a  time  when  poverty  is  still  very 
much  with  us  and  when  the  Nation  has 
undertaken  a  commitment  to  eliminate 
it,  the  Congress  should  be  encouraging  a 
program  of  the  high  caliber  of  the  food 
stamp  program  rather  than  restraining 
it.  In  New  Jersey,  four  counties  have 
been  participating  for  some  time;  two 
other  counties  joined  the  program  last 
month,  and  two  more,  including  my  own 
Union  County,  have  undertaken  the  pro¬ 
gram  this  month.  Adding  program  costs 
to  the  already  substantial  administrative 
costs  would  only  discourage  further 
progress. 

The  food  stamp  program,  I  believe,  is 
one  of  the  best  Federal  programs  we 
have.  It  is  efficient,  it  is  effective;  it  is 
humane.  Not  all  Federal  programs,  un¬ 
fortunately,  can  make  this  claim.  I  voted 
for  it  when  the  program  was  first  enacted 
in  1964. 1  have  watched  it  since  and  been 
pleased  with  what  I  have  seen.  I  was  de¬ 
lighted  when  Union  County  decided  to 
join  the  growing  number  of  New  Jersey 
counties  participating  in  the  program. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  essentially 
a  welfare  program.  But  it  is  a  program 
that  works — without  cheating,  without 
waste,  without  embarrassment  to  the  re¬ 
cipient. 

There  are  several  reasons  why  the  food 
stamp  program  is  so  effective. 

First,  it  is  simple  and  it  is  private.  With 
a  minimum  of  redtape,  welfare,  and 
other  low-income  families  need  only  buy 
the  stamps  at  a  bank  and  redeem  them  at 
grocery  stores. 

Second,  it  is  an  almost  foolproof  way 
of  preventing  abuses.  Unlike  cash,  food 
stamps  can  be  used  only  to  buy  food. 
And  the  food  cannot  include  luxury 
items,  imported  products,  alcoholic  bev¬ 
erages,  tobacco,  household  goods,  or 
other  nonfood  items. 

Third,  it  is  most  beneficial  to  the  need¬ 
iest  families.  It  increases  the  amount  of 
food  poor  families  consume  by  an  aver¬ 
age  of  50  percent. 

Fourth,  it  discourages  waste  in  the  use 
of  welfare  payments  because  it  provides 
a  bonus  for  those  who  devote  a  greater 
share  of  their  welfare  checks  or  other 
available  cash  to  the  feeding  of  their 
families. 

The  food-stamp  program  is  a  national 
program.  It  can  help  greatly  to  ease  the 
burdens  of  local  welfare  programs,  and 
to  make  them  function  more  effectively. 
It  has  been  good  for  farmers,  and  it  has 
increased  the  sale  of  food  in  participating 
stores  by  as  much  as  10  percent.  Most  im¬ 
portantly,  it  has  been  of  direct  benefit  to 
the  poor. 

I  hope  the  House  will  approve  the  food 
stamp  bill  without  the  cost-sharing 
amendment. 
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(Mrs.  DWYER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Barrett,  Mrs.  Sullivan  was  al¬ 
lowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri  yield? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
stated  previously,  I  wish  to  associate  my¬ 
self  completely  and  wholeheartedly  with 
the  position  which  has  been  taken  by  the 
distinguished  gentlewoman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mrs.  Sullivan],  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  distinguished  gentlewoman  is 
opposed  to  this  amendment,  as  well  as 
the  second  amendment  which  has  been 
proposed  thereto,  it  is  my  hope  that  both 
amendments  will  be  defeated  and  that  all 
members  of  the  committee  will  support 
H.R.  1318  as  introduced. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  ask 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  this 
question:  As  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
woman  pointed  out  in  her  statement,  13 
States  which  now  have  the  food  stamp 
program — 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  No;  41  States  have  it. 
In  13  States  which  have  it,  however,  I 
said  all  of  the  costs  were  passed  along  to 
the  counties  which  participated. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
distinguished  gentlewoman  will  yield 
further,  that  is  what  I  was  starting  to 
ask — is  it  not  true  that  in  these  13  States, 
the  added  costs  proposed  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  go  to  the  local  courthouses,  not 
to  the  State  itself;  that  in  those  States 
the  burden  would  be  on  local  taxpayers 
entirely? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

(Mr.  BARRETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
completely  and  wholeheartedly  in  sup¬ 
port  of  H.R.  1318  as  introduced  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sul¬ 
livan],  and  I  oppose  the  amendments 
added  to  the  bill  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  These  amendments  would 
seriously  harm  the  program;  one  of 
them — requiring  20-percent  sharing^  by 
the  States  of  the  value  of  the  extra  cou¬ 
pons  given  to  the  low-income  families 
purchasing  the  food  stamps — would 
probably  force  Philadelphia  back  on  the 
direct  surplus  distribution  program 
which  was  so  inadequate  and  unsatis¬ 
factory. 

Mrs.  Sullivan,  who  serves  with  distinc¬ 
tion  as  the  ranking  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Housing,  of  which  I  am 
chairman,  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency,  has  always  been 
deeply  concerned  with  the  plight  of  poor 
families  struggling  to  provide  their  chil¬ 
dren  with  at  least  the  minimum  comforts 
of  life.  She  is  compassionate  and  humane, 
but  she  is  also  extremely  realistic  and 
she  is  a  great  enemy  of  wasteful  spend¬ 
ing.  I  know  that  very  well  from  her  out- 
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standing  work  on  housing  legislation. 
She  was  the  author  of  the  low-income 
homeownership  plan  which  we  wrote  into 
law  last  year  and  which  the  Republican 
Party  has  been  trying  to  adopt.  She  be¬ 
lieves  in  aiding  people  to  help  themselves 
up  the  ladder  to  better  living  standards. 

FINE  RESULTS  IN  PHILADELPHIA 

Besides  working  hard  on  housing  leg¬ 
islation  to  aid  the  poor,  she  also  devel¬ 
oped  the  food  stand  idea  as  a  means  of 
assuring  decent,  minimum  diets  for  low- 
income  families.  I  am  proud  to  say  that 
I  have  voted  with  her  and  supported  her¬ 
on  this  legislation  ever  since  she  intro¬ 
duced  her  first  food  stamp  bill  13  years 
ago. 

As  the  Representative  for  the  First 
Congressional  District  of  Pennsylvania, 
located  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  I  have 
firsthand  knowledge  of  the  fine  results 
of  the  food  stamp  program  in  my  city. 
We  have. only  had  the  program  in  opera¬ 
tion  for  1  year — since  May  1966 — but  al¬ 
ready  we  have  seen  the  vast  difference 
in  effectiveness  and  helpfulness  of  this 
program  compared  to  the  previous  pro¬ 
gram  of  giving  some  surplus  food  pack¬ 
ages  to  the  needy  each  month  from  spe¬ 
cial  municipal  depots. 

When  there  was  nothing  better  avail¬ 
able,  the  direct  distribution  program 
helped  many  families  which  otherwise 
would  have  had  very  little  to  eat;  but, 
on  the  whole,  it  was  not  a  program  any¬ 
one  could  regard  with  pride  or  satisfac¬ 
tion.  The  people  who  went  to  the  dis¬ 
tribution  centers  for  the  free  food  had  to 
carry  home  large  sacks  of  flour  and  corn- 
meal,  powdered  milk,  powdered  eggs, 
lard,  and  things  of  that  nature — not  a 
balanced  diet,  certainly,  and  not  a  very 
appetizing  one  either.  It  was  demeaning 
and  somewhat  cruel  for  the  poor  people 
who  had  to  stand  in  line  for  these  pack¬ 
ages. 

Under  the  food  stamp  program,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  people  whose  incomes 
and  family  size  make  them  eligible  for 
food  assistance  buy  their  food  in  the  reg¬ 
ular  grocery  stores.  They  can  choose 
from  the  wide  variety  of  domestic  food 
products  available,  and  thus  give  their 
children  balanced,  healthy,  attractive 
meals.  And  they  pay  most  of  the  cost  of 
this  program  themselves. 

ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  ARE  STRICT 

As  I  understand  it,  the  cost  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  about  the  same  for 
both  programs  of  food  assistance — one 
which  allows  families  to  eat  properly  and 
well  and  the  other  which  just  hands  out 
a  few  limited  items  in  surplus. 

I  am  mindful  of  the  fact  that  under  the 
direct  distribution  program  there  were 
widespread  abuses  which  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  uncovered  in  special 
studies  made  in  various  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  including  Philadephia,  where  the 
extreme  difficulties  of  maintaining  up- 
to-date  certification  records  for  free  food 
eligibility  were  spotlighted.  The  main  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  direct  distribution  program 
was  just  to  unload  a  lot  of  surplus  foods 
at  one  time,  with  no  thought  to  nutri¬ 
tional  standards  or  even  whether  families 
could  use  the  flour  and  cornmeal  and 
lard  and  other  commodities. 


The  situation  is  completely  different 
under  the  food-stamp  program.  The  eli¬ 
gibility  requirements  are  strictly  en¬ 
forced  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Pennsylvania  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Assistance.  The  families 
which  participate  are  checked  and  re¬ 
checked  periodically  to  assure  continued 
eligibility  and  to  make  sure  that  the 
food-stamp  purchase  requirements  are 
correct.  The  certification  is  done  by 
trained  social  workers. 

PEOPLE  THEMSELVES  PAY  MOST  OF  THE  COST 

Philadelphia  has  approximately  50,000 
persons  from  low-income  families  enjoy¬ 
ing  the  good,  well-rounded,  nutritious 
diets  the  food  stamp  program  makes  pos¬ 
sible.  The  people  themselves  pay  out  of 
their  own  money  for  an  average  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  dollar  value  of  the  coupons 
they  receive,  with  only  one-third  repre¬ 
senting  a  subsidy.  Yet  this  one-third,  av¬ 
eraging  about  $5.50  per  month  per  per¬ 
son,  means  the  difference  between  well- 
fed  and  undernourished  citizens. 

The  people  in  need,  for  whom  we  must 
have  compassion,  have  informed  me  per¬ 
sonally,  as  well  as  by  letters  and  tele¬ 
grams,  of  their  wholehearted  support 
for  the  program  and  then’  real  concern 
and  fear  that  the  program  would  be 
killed  if  the  States  have  to  assume  part 
of  the  cost.  It  would  be  a  gross  injustice 
to  adopt  the  crippling  amendments 
offered  by  the  committee. 

If  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  bonus 
coupons  is  assessed  upon  Pennsylvania, 
as  proposed  in  the  pending  committee 
amendment,  it  will  cost  an  addition 
$660,000  a  year  for  the  Philadelphia  proj¬ 
ect  alone,  at  present  levels  of  participa¬ 
tion.  For  the  entire  State,  this  cost  would 
be  about  $3,000,000  a  year  at  current 
levels  and  $5,500,000  to  $6,000,000  a  year 
at  the  program  levels  projected  for  the 
1970  fiscal  year,  when  the  20  percent 
sharing  requirement  would  take  effect 
under  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  must 
be  defeated.  It  was  added  to  the  bill 
largely  through  the  votes  of  members  of 
the  committee  who  are  against  the  food 
stamp  program  and  who  voted  against  it, 
perhaps  because  many  of  them  do  not 
have  the  program  operating  in  their  own 
districts  and  are  therefore  not  as  aware 
as  we  are  of  its  dramatic  effectiveness  in 
upgrading  nutritional  standards  for  low- 
income  families. 

On  this  vote,  I  will  stand  beside  the 
gentlewoman  from  Missouri  who  pio¬ 
neered  the  food  stamp  program,  and  who 
has  worked  so  hard  to  make  it  the  fine 
program  it  now  is.  I  favor  Mrs.  Sulli¬ 
van’s  bill  as  introduced. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee,  a  moment  ago  I 
voted  for  the  committee  amendment  lim¬ 
iting  the  food  stamp  program  to  a  1-year 
authorization.  I  supported  the  committee 
position  that  there  should  be  an  annual 
review  of  this  program,  particularly  in  its 
early  years.  I  think  this  amendment 


should  satisfy  any  Member  who  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  costs  of  the  program  will 
not  be  properly  reviewed  or  that  its  oper¬ 
ations  will  not  be  sufficiently  supervised. 

The  adoption  of  the  committee’s  first 
amendment  only  deepens  my  opposition 
to  the  second  committee  amendment  now 
before  us.  This  amendment,  which  would 
require  a  20-percent  participation  by  the 
States  in  the  cost  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  must  be  defeated.  I  do  not  ques¬ 
tion  the  sincerity  of  any  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  I  deeply 
regret  the  necessity  to  disagree  with  my 
distinguished  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  .  But  I  am  per¬ 
suaded  that  the  adoption  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  would  strike  at  the 
heart  of  one  of  the  most  successful  pro¬ 
grams  that  has  ever  been  undertaken  by 
the  United  States  for  the  assistance 
of  low-income  families. 

The  food  stamp  program  encourages 
and  assists  families  of  poor  or  modest 
means  to  purchase  and  provide  for  them¬ 
selves  a  more  healthy  and  nutritious  diet. 
Its  dividends  will  be  found  in  the  im¬ 
proved  health  and  well-being,  the  greater 
efficiency  and  productivity,  the  better 
and  longer  life  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  our  citizens.  Many  of  these  citizens 
will  be  recipients  or  the  dependents  of 
recipients  of  public  assistance.  For  many 
years  we  have  heard  complaints — and 
not  always  unjustified  complaints — that 
some  public  assistance  funds  designed  to 
feed  and  clothe  and  house  dependent 
parents  and  their  children  have  not  been 
properly  directed  to  those  purposes.  One 
of  the  great  benefits  of  this  program  lies 
in  the  encouragement,  indeed  the 
healthy  pressures  it  applies,  to  channel 
such  assistance  funds  to  the  most  basic 
and  beneficial  use:  purchase  of  healthy 
and  nutritious  food.  This  is  a  fine  and 
effective  program  and  it  would  be  tragic 
to  cripple  it  in  its  infancy. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  have  expressed 
concern  about  the  cost  of  this  program. 

I  must  say — with  no  disrespect  to  any 
Member  of  the  House,  that  it  concerns 
me  deeply  when  some  Members  of  the 
House  on  each  side  of  the  aisle  vote  for 
billions  of  dollars  in  foreign  pro¬ 
grams — as  I  do — and  billions  of  dollars 
for  domestic  and  military  programs — as 
I  do — and  yet  these  Members  find  the 
opportunity  and  the  necessity  to  plead 
for  economy  in  Government  only  when 
it  deals  with  something  like  food  for  low- 
income  families.  Perhaps  these  Members 
might  consider  whether  it  is  entirely  con- 
scionable  to  economize  with  the  health 
and  well-being  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  children  and  aged  when  the  American 
Republic  is  at  the  peak  of  prosperity  for 
the  vast  majority  of  her  citizens. 

How  can  we,  in  this  country,  at  this 
time,  justify  denying  a  healthy  and  nu- 
trious  diet  to  any  of  our  citizens?  The 
suggestion  is  especially  repugnant  when 
it  is  within  the  relatively  easy  power  of 
our  society  to  provide  for  this  most  basic 
of  human  needs — as  indeed  it  is. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  should 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOLEY,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 
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Mr.  DOLE.  I  would  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  that  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted  it  would  provide  about  $39  mil¬ 
lion  more  in  funds.  This  is  not  an  econ¬ 
omy  amendment,  it  is  a  responsibility 
amendment  to  the  States.  This  20  per¬ 
cent  is  something  that  turns  out  to  be 
about  $39  million. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  wish  I  could  agree  with 
the  gentleman’s  evaluation.  I  think  on 
the  contrary  it  will  lead  some  States  to 
completely  remove  themselves  from  the 
program,  because  some  counties  that 
may  be  benefited  by  this  pi'ogram  will 
not  have  sufficient  strength  in  their  leg¬ 
islature  to  adopt  the  20-percent  con¬ 
tribution,  or  because  the  State  in  ques¬ 
tion  simply  is  without  sufficient  resources 
under  their  present  circumstances  to  go 
ahead  with  the  20 -percent  contribution. 

I  would  remind  the  gentleman  that 
many  Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
have  introduced  bills  to  provide  for 
direct  support  to  the  States  and  munici¬ 
palities,  from  Federal  revenues. 

The  so-called  Heller  plan  is  widely 
supported  in  this  House,  but  many  of  the 
same  Members  who  say  they  support 
revenue  sharing  are  now  demanding  in¬ 
stead  cost  sharing  by  the  States  I  find 
their  positions  inconsistent. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  must  express 
regret  at  the  turn  of  this  debate.  The 
implication  is  repeatedly  made  that 
those  of  us  who  favor  the  committee 
amendments  are  opposed  to  the  food 
stamp  program,  and  that  just  simply  is 
not  true. 

So,  for  the  third  time  this  afternoon 
permit  me  to  say  that  I  expect  to  vote 
for  this  whether  we  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ments  or  whether  we  do  not.  I  hope  we 
will  adopt  this  amendment.  I  think  the 
amendment  is  a  very  fine  amendment.  I 
realize  there  are  many  Members  here 
who  disagree  with  me.  There  are  many 
Members  here  who  do  not  believe  in  the 
federal  system  of  States.  There  are  those 
who  believe  in  a  strong  national  gov¬ 
ernment  with  departments  or  provinces 
as  administrative  agencies.  I  do  not  ac¬ 
cept  that  philosophy  of  government. 

I  believe  the  States  of  this  Union  are 
and  should  remain  a  vital  part  in  policy¬ 
making,  as  well  as  mere  administrative 
agencies. 

If  I  am  going  to  ask  that  my  State 
have  a  part  in  policymaking,  I  feel  that 
I  must  in  fairness  accept  for  my  State 
the  obligation  to  pay  a  share  of  the  costs. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am  willing 
for  the  State  of  Texas  to  pay  a  share  of 
the  cost  of  the  food  stamp  program.  I 
believe  we  should,  and  I  know  that  we 
will. 

If  there  are  States  that  feel  it  is  more 
important  for  them  to  get  something 
from  the  Federal  Government  than  it  is 
to  care  for  their  poor,  I  can  only  say  that 
I  would  not  want  to  be  here  representing 
that  kind  of  State.  I  represent  a  State, 
and  I  am  proud  that  I  represent  a  State, 
which  believes  that  it  should  have  a  part 
in  the  policymaking  of  our  Government, 
and  is  willing  to  carry  its  share  of  the 
burdens  of  our  Government.  There  is  not 
a  State  in  this  Union  that  is  so  poor  that 
it  cannot  pay  l  dollar  out  of  5  to  feed 
these  poor  people. 


Every  State  in  this  Union  can  con¬ 
tribute  this  modest  amount — and  it  is  not 
the  poor  States  that  are  coming  here 
pleading  their  poverty — it  is  the  rich 
States  who  are  coming  here  this  after¬ 
noon  and  pleading  that  they  ought  not 
to  be  burdened  with  even  a  small  share  of 
the  obligation  to  care  for  their  own 
needy. 

Now  I  do  not  come  from  the  richest 
State  in  the  Union,  and  I  do  not  come 
from  the  poorest  State  in  the  Union,  but 
I  come  from  a  State  which  is  willing  to 
pay  its  bills  and  is  willing  to  take  care  of 
its  poor  people,  and  I  am  willing  to  take 
care  of  them  and  I  am  willing  for  them 
to  have  the  food  stamp  program.  I  think 
this  is  a  better  program  than  the  other 
programs  we  have  used. 

But  I  know  that  if  we  want  to  have 
efficiency  in  administration,  the  best  way 
to  get  it  is  to  put  in  some  provision  of 
responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  local 
people. 

I  am  pleading  with  those  who  believe 
in  control  by  the  States  and  then  I  am 
pleading  with  those  who  do  not  care 
whether  their  States  control  anything  or 
not  but  who  are  interested  in  seeing  that 
this  program  is  honestly  and  efficiently 
and  effectively  administered. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  I  will  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  he  may  have  3  additional  minutes 
when  his  time  expires. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  would  suggest  to  the 
gentlewoman  that  I  do  not  believe  I  need 
any  more  time. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  But  I  would  like  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  have  additional  time  so  that 
I  may  ask  him  some  questions. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  know  where 
the  money  is  coming  from  to  pay  for  the 
food  stamp  program. 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  coming  from  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  America. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Is  it  not  budgeted  under 
section  32? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  beg  the  gentlewoman’s 
pardon? 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Is  it  not  carried  in  the 
budget  under  section  32  out  of  a  special 
fund  consisting  of  one-third  of  all  cus¬ 
toms  receipts? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  the  section  32  money 
comes  from  the  tariffs. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing.  Now  how  much  money  is  in  that  fund 
at  the  present  time? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  could  not  tell  you  that. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  I  will  tell  you — it  is  about 
$570  million  for  the  1968  fiscal  year,  plus 
a  $300  million  carryover.  Therefore,  Is 
there  not  more  than  enough  money  in 
this  fund  to  pay  for  the  modest  cost  of 
this  program  to  help  the  poor  people  who 
need  it? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  may  proceed  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  Kelly]  ? 

There  was  no  objection,  \ 


Mrs.  KELLY.  Is  there  not  more  than 
enough  money  in  this  special  aid-to- 
agriculture  fund  to  pay  for  this  20-per¬ 
cent  assessment  that  you  are  trying  to 
charge  the  States  for  the  food  stamp 
program? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  undoubtedly  there 
is  enough  money  to  pay  the  20  percent. 
There  is  enough  money  in  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury  to  pay  it.  There  is  enough  money  in 
the  Federal  old  age  assistance  fund  to 
pay  it.  There  is  enough  money  in  the 
road  fund  to  pay  it.  But  that  does  not  get 
to  the  proposition  of  who  should  pay  it. 
The  people  who  should  pay  it  are  the 
people  of  the  States  of  this  Union  who 
should  contribute  something  for  their 
own  welfare  and  to  their  own  welfare. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  I  am  very  happy  to  say 
that  I  come  from  one  of  those  States  that 
is  supposed  to  be  a  “rich”  State.  My  State 
gives  over  $15  billion  to  help  support 
some  of  the  other  States  of  this  Nation. 
I  am  very  proud  that  my  State  of  New 
York  can  contribute  over  $15  billion  to 
help  pay  for  these  things  that  are  needed 
in  common  by  all  of  our  people,  wherever 
they  live. 

Therefore,  I  say  to  you:  The  committee 
amendment  is  wrong.  The  food  stamp 
program  is  to  be  paid  for  out  of  a  fund 
which  was  established  originally  in  1935, 
when  there  was  a  depression  and  when 
there  was  a  need  to  help  both  the  farmer 
and  the  city  unemployed.  That  was  what 
section  32  was  intended  to  do.  There  is  a 
need  for  the  use  of  these  funds  now,  also, 
to  help  those  who  are  in  need  in  the 
United  States  today,  to  obtain  a  good 
nutritious  diet — to  get  the  proper  food. 
That  is  a  proper  use  for  section  32 
money. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentlewoman  sug¬ 
gested  how  happy  she  was  that  her  State 
was  able  to  contribute  to  the  other  States 
in  the  Union  and  to  the  poor  people  of 
the  other  States  of  the  Union.  I  see  the 
gentlewoman  on  her  feet — did  I  misquote 
her? 

Mrs.  KELLY.  No,  the  gentleman  did 
not  misquote  me.  The  States  should  pay 
taxes  to  the  best  of  their  ability  and,  of 
course,  I  am  very  willing  for  them  to  do 
that.  But,  it  is  not  fair  that  States  which 
already  pay  so  much  should  be  forced  to 
pay  an  additional  assessment  of  20  per¬ 
cent  for  the  food  stamps.  It  is  not  right. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair 
for  any  of  these  States  to  have  to  pay 
for  the  debts  of  other  States.  I  am  in 
full  agreement  with  the  lady. 

Down  on  the  Brazos  River  we  have 
poor  folks  and  those  of  us  who  live  there 
making  our  living  along  with  those  people 
ought  to  contribute  in  some  proportion 
to  help  those  people. 

This  bill  requires  only  20  cents  out  of 
every  dollar.  This  bill  requires  only  that 
you  put  up  four  nickels  and  it  says  that 
Uncle  Sam  will  put  up  80  cents.  That  is 
not  a  very  heavy  burden  on  anyone,  but 
it  strikes  at  a  proposition  that  its  fund¬ 
amental,  and  that  is  the  problem  of  local 
self-government,  which  is  the  best  gov¬ 
ernment  ever  devised  by  man  and  is  the 
most  effective  and  certainly  the  most 
efficient  and  frugal  government  that  you 
can  get.  If  you  want  to  prevent  fraud  and 
corruption,  you  are  going  to  keep  this 
program  as  close  to  the  people  as  you 
possibly  can,  and  the  way  to  make  peo- 
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pie  understand  that  a  program  is  close 
to  them  is  to  make  them  get  out  their 
pocketbook  and  at  least  put  a  few  nickels 
in  the  box. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  list  I  am  glancing  through  right 
now — a  long  three-page  list — of  domestic 
benefit  programs  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  which  do  not  require  any 
matching  by  State  or  local  government 
tax  funds.  Let  me  read  a  few  of  those  pro¬ 
grams  : 

There  is  the  feed  grain  program,  the 
wheat  marketing  certificate  program,  the 
upland  cotton  program,  the  cropland  ad¬ 
justment  program,  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program,  the  cropland  conser¬ 
vation  program,  the  REA  loan  program, 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  loan 
and  grant  programs,  the  perishable  com¬ 
modities  surplus  removal  program — sec¬ 
tion  32 — Soil  Conservation  Service  pro¬ 
grams,  the  whole  price  support  program, 
and  I  could  go  on  and  on.  Would  you  be 
willing  that  your  State  should  pay  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  benefits  from  each  of  those 
y  programs? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  think  I  would  on 
every  one.  Most  of  these  programs,  un¬ 
like  the  food  stamp  program,  are  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  the  general,  not 
individual,  welfare.  But  I  think  I  would 
on  those  programs  which  benefit  only 
certain  individuals  or  certain  areas. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  How  about  the  27 
percent  oil  depletion  allowance?  Should 
the  oil  States  pay  a  portion  of  that? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  would  only  wonder  if  it 
were  not  possible  for  the  opponents  of 
the  committee  amendment  to  present 
some  arguments  in  favor  of  their  pro¬ 
posal?  I  had  supposed  that  there  were 
arguments  in  favor  of  their  position.  The 
oil  depletion  allowance  is,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  a  sound  and  wise  tax  law.  I  have 
very  rarely  heard  it  seriously  criticized 
in  an  impassionate  manner.  But  regard¬ 
less  of  its  merits  or  demerits  the  deple¬ 
tion  allowance  has  exactly  as  much  to  do 
with  this  question  as  the  question  of  sell- 
)  ing  gold  from  Alaska  has  to  do  with  it. 
It  is  utterly  unrelated,  and  there  can  be 
but  one  purpose  for  bringing  in  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  that  kind,  and  that  is  to  try  to 
bolster  up  a  very  poor  case  that  cannot 
stand  on  its  own  merits. 

(Mr.  KLEPPE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  KLEPPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
support  the  committee  amendment  to 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 — H.R. 
1318 — as  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

There  was  considerable  opposition 
within  the  committee  to  extension  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  in  any  form  and  this 
is  reflected  in  the  minority  views  set  forth 
in  House  Report  No.  189.  It  is  my  own 
opinion  that  it  would  have  been  impos¬ 
sible  to  obtain  a  favorable  report  on  this 
legislation  without  inclusion  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  20-percent  coupon  allotment 
cost  sharing  by  the  States  and  the  1-year 
extension  and  $195  million  cost  limita¬ 
tions.  Quite  clearly,  there  was  little  or 


no  sentiment  within  the  committee  for 
making  the  food-stamp  plan  a  perma¬ 
nent,  open-end  program. 

There  is  ample  precedent  for  State 
sharing  of  costs  in  Federal  welfare  and 
assistance  programs.  In  fact,  the  States 
are  required  to  shoulder  much  more  than 
20  percent  of  the  costs  of  most  of  these 
programs.  Application  of  the  Federal- 
State  cost  sharing  program  to  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  would,  in  my  opinion,  help 
to  insure  more  efficient  administration  of 
the  program  and  would,  at  the  same  time, 
be  an  effective  safeguard  against  abuses. 

The  $195  million  authorization  for 
fiscal  year  1968  is,  I  believe,  more  than 
adequate.  And  here  is  why,  in  fiscal  1965, 
although  $60  million  was  appropriated 
for  the  food  stamp  plan,  only  $35.6  mil¬ 
lion  was  used.  In  fiscal  1966,  the  appro¬ 
priation  was  $100  million,  with  $70.5  mil¬ 
lion  actually  expended.  In  fiscal  1967,  the 
authorization  was  for  $200  million,  with 
$139.5  million  appropriated.  Department 
of  Agriculture  estimates  are  that  between 
$120  million  and  $125  million  will  be 
used. 

The  decision  to  limit  extension  of  the 
program  to  1  year  is  sound.  This  will 
give  the  Congress  another  year  to  study 
the  operation.  With  a  prospective  budget 
deficit  for  fiscal  1968  that  may  fall  some¬ 
where  within  the  $20  billion  to  $30  bil¬ 
lion  range  and  with  vital  American  in¬ 
terests  threatened  in  many  parts  of  the 
world,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  no 
time  to  commit  ourselves  to  further  long¬ 
term,  costly,  nondefense  expenditures. 

I  am  not  greatly  impressed  by  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  food  stamp  plan  serves  to 
strengthen  farm  prices.  In  fact,  farm 
prices  declined  steadily  during  the  very 
period  when  food  stamp  expenditures 
were  being  sharply  increased.  For  that 
reason,  I  believe  that  costs  of  the  plan 
should  properly  be  charged  to  public  wel¬ 
fare,  rather  than  agriculture. 

Another  year  of  experience  with  the 
food  stamp  plan  may  develop  procedures 
for  its  improvement  and  justify  some 
further  extension  and  expansion. 

For  these  reasons,  I  support  this 
amendment  to  H.R.  1318,  as  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  VIGORITO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  VIGORITO.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
I  would  like  to  congratulate  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan] 
for  having  conceived  this  program  and 
staying  with  it  for  many,  many  years. 
I  hope  that  you  have  success  in  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  program.  It  is  an  excel¬ 
lent  program. 

Second,  I  am  on  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee.  However,  I  cannot  congratulate 
the  committee  for  the  work  it  has  done 
on  this  bill.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  the  two 
amendments  that  will  be  in  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  it  ultimately  will  kill  the  bill.  We 
seem  to  have  an  idea  that  people  on  wel¬ 
fare  or  people  receiving  benefits  are  well 
fed.  That  is  not  so. 

There  are  30  or  40  million  people  in 
this  country  who  eat  very,  very  little 
meat — if  any  at  all.  I  would  like  to  read 
here  a  little  note  that  I  received  from  an 
old  couple  back  home.  It  says: 


Congressman  Joseph  Vigokito. 

Dear  Joe:  It  Is  a  pleasure  to  know  you  as 
our  favorite  Congressman  even  takes  time 
to  recognize  small  folks  like  ourselves.  Thank 
God  for  you  and  Senator  Dirksen  who  was 
a  champion  of  the  Put  the  Bible  and  Prayer 
back  in  the  Schools.  Joe,  I  have  been  very 
ill  with  pneumonia  for  nearly  a  month,  lost 
22  y2  lbs,  am  trying  to  eat  so  I  can  get  better, 
but  Joe  it  is  hard  for  me  to  get  red  meat, 
as  it  is  too  expensive  for  us  folks  who  are 
on  Old  Age  Welfare,  my  wife  is  a  Diabetic, 
we  get  a  grant  of  $47.00  every  15  days,  and 
my  wife  gets  $6.00  for  dietic  foods,  I  get 
Social  Security  $52.00  a  month;  $50.00  goes 
for  rent  leaving  $2.00  for  extra  food  a  month, 
so  you  see  the  chances  we  have,  we  are  God¬ 
fearing  folks.  God  Bless  you  Joe. 

Your  friends, 

Tom  and  Dorothy  Baldwin. 

There  are  at  least  5  million — if  not  10 
million — senior  citizens  in  the  United 
States  who  are  not  getting  proper  food. 

The  day  after  the  last  election,  in  the 
morning,  as  I  was  coming  off  the  porch, 
an  old  lady  was  there  to  greet  me.  She 
congratulated  me  on  my  victory  and 
then  said: 

Congressman,  please  see  if  you  can  do 
something  about  getting  us  more  food. 

We  are  the  richest  Nation  in  the  world. 
I  am  surprised  to  see  so  many  Members 
who,  deep  down  in  their  hearts,  are 
against  this  food  stamp  plan.  If  they  had 
a  chance  to  kill  it  without  having  their 
names  put  on  the  Record,  I  am  sure  they 
would. 

In  the  next  50  hours  I  am  sure  most 
of  us  are  going  to  eat  a  steak  or  a 
lobster.  Please,  with  every  bite,  remem¬ 
ber  there  are  people  in  the  United  States 
who  do  not  know  what  it  is  to  eat  a 
steak. 

I  am  on  the  Agricultural  Committee, 
and  I  go  along  with  most  of  its  pro¬ 
grams.  I  believe  they  are  good  programs. 
But  I  can  say  this,  that  if  this  food  stamp 
plan  is  defeated,  come  what  may,  when 
these  programs  for  cotton  and  tobacco 
and  peanuts  and  wheat  come  up,  I  will 
vote  against  them.  I  will  do  whatever  I 
can  to  defeat  them. 

(Mr.  VIGORITO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
committee  amendments  to  H.R.  1318 
were  to  promise  greater  efficiency  and 
more  economy  without  imperiling  the 
objectives  of  the  food  stamp  program,  I 
would  not  hesitate  to  point  in  their 
support. 

I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  proposed  re¬ 
vision  of  a  program  which  admittedly 
must  be  continued,  but  for  which  no  one 
can  guarantee  successful  continuation  if 
the  amendments  were  to  be  adopted. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  its 
report  on  H.R.  1318  has  “commended  the 
care  with  which  the  food  stamp  program 
has  been  organized  and  administered.” 
Those  are  the  committee’s  own  words. 
The  report  then  sets  out  to  destroy  argu¬ 
ments  against  the  proposal  to  require 
participating  States  to  accept  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  now  borne  exclusively  by 
the  Federal  Government. 
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I  applaud  the  committee  for  its  thor¬ 
ough  study  incident  to  its  final  recom¬ 
mendations,  but  my  own  conclusion  is 
that  the  study  was  not  as  thorough  as  it 
should  be,  else  H.R.  1318  would  have  been 
reported  out  exactly  as  written  by  our 
distinguished  colleague  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan].  She  has  familiarized 
herself  with  every  facet  of  this  program. 
She  lived  with  its  possibilities  long  be¬ 
fore  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  became 
law,  and  she  has  full  knowledge  of  its 
economic  and  fiscal  as  well  as  its  human¬ 
itarian  implications. 

If  the  committee  is  correct  in  assum¬ 
ing  that  the  States  have  an  obligation  to 
accept  a  share  of  the  cost  of  financing 
the  bonus  stamps,  I  would  suggest  that 
it  has  chosen  a  poor  time  to  make  the 
shift.  To  administer  a  program  of  this 
magnitude  required  considerable  plan¬ 
ning  on  both  Federal  and  State  levels, 
and  to  call  a  change  of  signals  when  the 
operation  is  being  conducted  in  a  smooth 
and  responsible  manner  would  be  neither 
wise  nor  productive. 

Certainly  it  would  be  illogical  to  im¬ 
pose  an  unexpected  burden  on  individual 
States  when  Federal  taxes  leave  little  to 
cover  urgent  operating  expenses.  The 
State  of  Pennsylvania  was  one  of  the  first 
to  substitute  the  food  stamp  program  for 
the  direct  distribution  of  surplus  foods, 
anld  we  have  gone  to  considerable  effort 
and  cost  to  set  up  and  carry  out  the 
program  in  the  most  expeditious  and  effi¬ 
cient  manner  possible.  Under  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendments,  Pennsylvania  would 
be  forced  to  contribute  an  estimated  $2,- 
835,297  on  a  matching  fund  basis  during 
the  coming  fiscal  year. 

To  recognize  the  impact  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  the  law,  will  you  please 
listen  to  the  following  communication 
from  the  Honorable  Max  Rosenn,  Penn¬ 
sylvania’s  secretary  of  public  welfare: 

Commonwealth  op  Pennsylvania, 
Department  op  Public  Works, 

Harrisburg,  Pa.,  April  12,  1967. 
Hon.  John  P.  Saylor, 

The  House  of  Representatives, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Saylor:  H.R.  1318,  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  reported  out  by 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  is  unaccept¬ 
able  to  this  Department.  We  are  requesting 
your  support  in  opposing  the  amendment 
requiring  States  to  pay  20%  of  the  cost  of 
food  stamps  starting  1970. 

Pennsylvania  was  one  of  the  first  States  to 
substitute  the  Food  Stamp  Program  for  the 
direct  distribution  of  surplus  foods.  Starting 
in  Fayette  County  in  1961,  the  program  has 
expanded  operations  to  29  counties,  with  12 
more  to  be  added  this  fiscal  year.  Currently 
over  166,000  persons,  slightly  less  that  half  of 
whom  are  also  receiving  public  assistance,  are 
participating  in  the  program.  As  of  the  end 
of  January  1967,  over  31  million  dollars 
worth  of  free  food  had  been  made  available 
through  this  system  without  any  cost  to  the 
Commonwealth  except  for  some  sharing  in 
the  expenses  of  administration.  H.R.  1318 
would  now  impose  new  State  costs  in  excess 
of  $1.5  million  a  year,  and  additional  amounts 
if  the  program  is  extended  throughout  the 
State  as  we  now  plan.  We  believe  that  such 
required  State  expenditures  would  jeopard¬ 
ize  the  continuance  of  any  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  in  Pennsylvania.  We  are  therefore  rec¬ 
ommending  that  the  amendment  inserted 
by  the  Agriculture  Committee  requiring  State 
participation  be  deleted  so  that  as  at  present 
no  State  contribution  is  expected  for  the  cost 
of  food  stamps. 


It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  as  originally  conceived  was 
an  agricultural  program  and  not  a  welfare 
program.  If  a  change  in  objectives  is  con¬ 
templated  we  would  urge  that  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  separate  from  other  public 
assistance  programs  be  abolished,  and  that 
the  Federal  funds  available  for  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  be  appropriated  to  DHEW  to 
augment  State  funds  for  public  assistance 
payments.  In  this  way  State  expenditures 
could  earn  additional  Federal  funds  and  thus 
strengthen  the  effectiveness  of  the  basic  wel¬ 
fare  programs  for  low  income  families. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  an  effective 
means  of  increasing  the  available  funds  for 
food  purchases  for  low  income  families.  If  it 
is  to  be  continued  we  urge  your  support  in 
eliminating  the  amendment  inserted  by  the 
Agricuture  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Max  Rosenn. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  also  insert  let¬ 
ters  from  officials  of  counties  in  the  22d 
Congressional  District,  where  12,165 
families  are  participating  in  the  food- 
stamp  program.  Estimated  costs  of  bonus 
coupons  to  be  used  by  those  citizens  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  1968  is  $854,088,  which  is 
actually  far  less  than  might  have  been 
anticipated  when  the  law  was  passed  in 
1964.  Our  economy  is  rising  and  we  look 
to  the  day  when  many  more  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  recipients  of  food  stamp  benefits  will 
be  able  to  sustain  themselves  without 
this  assistance. 

Meanwhile  we  most  surely  do  not  want 
to  expose  them  to  the  hardships  and 
dietary  deficiencies  that  haunted  so 
many  of  our  people  before  the  food 
stamp  plan  was  inaugurated.  I  am  con¬ 
fident  that  no  member  of  the  committee 
which  reported  out  the  amended  version 
of  H.R.  1318  would  be  willing  to  inflict  a 
return  to  these  conditions  on  affected 
families,  yet  this  is  the  situation  that 
would  be  created  with  the  changes  in  the 
law  that  have  been  recommended. 

Maybe  we  all  should  get  just  a  little 
more  realistic  about  our  position  with 
respect  to  the  food  stamp  program  be¬ 
fore  there  is  a  vote  to  reduce  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  or  establish  a  ceiling  for  ex¬ 
penditures.  May  I  remind  my  colleagues 
that  the  U.S.  Government  is  still — after 
two  decades — sending  billions  of  dollars 
abroad  under  the  foreign  aid  program? 
I  do  not  think  that  one  should  be  accused 
of  overdramatizing  if  he  were  to  ask  how 
many  of  those  nations  are  sending  troops 
to  battle  the  forces  of  communism  that 
our  foreign  aid  program  is  supposedly 
helping  to  resist.  But  I  can  tell  you  that 
any  number  of  families  helping  to  be 
kept  alive  and  healthy  under  the  food- 
stamp  program  has  sons  and  relatives 
out  there  on  the  front  lines  of  Vietnam 
or  in  training  and  waiting  for  the  next 
call. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  would  be  an 
extremely  poor  time  to  make  any 
changes  in  the  food  stamp  program. 

The  letters  mentioned  above  follow : 

Commissioners’  Office, 

Armstrong  County, 
Kittanning,  Pa.,  May  24,  1967. 
Hon.  John  P.  Saylor, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  We  have  had  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  in  effect  in  Armstrong  County  since 
February,  1967.  As  Chairman  of  the  Board 
of  County  Commissioners,  I  wish  to  go  on 
record  as  being  very  much  in  favor  of  this 
Program  over  the  Surplus  Food  Commodity 
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Program  that  was  formerly  used  in  this 
County. 

We  have  had  good  response  in  Armstrong 
County  to  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  I 
would  like  to  see  it  continue. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  J.  George, 

Chairman, 

Armstrong  County  Commissioners. 


County  Commissioners, 

Clarion  County, 
Clarion,  Pa.,  June  2, 1967. 
Congressman  John  P.  Saylor, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Honorable  Congressman  Saylor:  We  in 
Clarion  County  appreciate  the  support  you 
are  giving  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  Please 
do  continue  to  support  this  program,  as  we 
feel  it  is  far  superior  over  the  surplus  foods, 
which  we  originally  had  to  give  out  to  needy 
families. 

The  main  reasons  being  that  with  the 
Food  Stamps,  persons  can  buy  what  they 
can  and  will  use  for  their  families. 

We  feel  the  Food  Stamp  Program  has 
been  a  very  valuable  asset  to  Clarion  County 
Needy  Residents. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Clarion  County  Commissioners. 

C.  H.  Belchner,  Jr.,  Chief  Clerk. 


Indiana  County  Commissioners, 

Indiana,  Pa.,  April  26, 1967. 
Congressman  John  P.  Saylor, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Saylor:  We,  the  Indi¬ 
ana  County  Commissioners,  are  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  over  the  possibility  of  a  cutback  or 
the  discontinuance  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 

Of  all  the  Federally  aided  welfare  programs 
operated  in  Indiana  County,  we  feel  that  the 
food  stamp  program  has  been  the  most  suc¬ 
cessful  and  beneficial.  This  program  has  not 
only  aided  the  poverty  stricken;  the  food 
merchants  have  likewise  been  helped. 

If  the  food  stamp  program  is  discontinued 
and  the  commodity  program  is  reinstated,  we 
feel  that  an  orderly  process  will  only  evolve 
into  chaos.  The  administrative  problems  in 
storing  and  distributing  surplus  commodities 
in  a  management  nightmare. 

We  urge  you  to  support  the  existing  food 
stamp  program  and  to  oppose  any  changes 
now  under  consideration.  Thank  you. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Indiana  County  Commissioners. 
Frank  M.  Barkley. 

William  W.  Jones,  Sr. 

Patrick  J.  Stapleton,  Jr. 


The  County  Commissioners, 

Jfeferson  County,  Pa., 
Brookville,  Pa.,  May  26,  1967. 
Hon.  John  P.  Saylor, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  This  is  to  advise  you  the  Jeffer¬ 
son  County  Board  of  Commissioners  are  very 
much  pleased  with  the  way  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  is  working  out  in  Jefferson  County. 

We  hope  that  through  your  efforts  it  will 
continue. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Frank  A.  Reed, 

Silas  A.  Weaver, 

Jefferson  County  Commissioners. 


Cambria  County  Board  of  Assistance, 

Johnstown,  Pa.,  May  22,  1967. 
Hon.  John  P.  Saylor, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Saylor:  I  have  your  request  for 
my  comments  concerning  the  merits  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Plan. 

To  my  mind,  it  is  almost  a  perfect  plan  and 
should  be  continued.  It  is  relatively  inex- 
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pensive  for  the  federal  government  when  we 
consider  the  total  financial  cycle  of  the  plan. 

First,  the  participants  pay  for  the  major 
portion  of  the  stamps  they  receive.  Secondly, 
the  bonus  stamps  given  to  the  participants 
are  used  with  the  various  approved  retailers. 
This  increases  their  income  and  profits  which 
increases  their  tax  payment  back  to  the  fed¬ 
eral  government.  This  same  circumstance 
applies  through  the  total  process  from  the 
retailer,  to  the  wholesaler,  to  the  processor, 
and  to  the  farmer.  All  benefit  from  the  use  of 
the  stamps  and  each  as  a  result  pays  more 
taxes  to  the  federal  government,  reducing  the 
net  cost  of  the  plan  for  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment.  Transportation  facilities  such  as  truck¬ 
ing,  railroads,  and  water  transportation  are 
also  Involved  in  the  benefits  of  the  Plan  and 
results  in  increased  tax  payments  by  them  to 
the  federal  government. 

The  cost  of  the  plan  versus  the  Surplus 
Food  Distribution  plan  is  less  expensive  be¬ 
cause  existing  facilities  and  experienced  per¬ 
sonnel  in  commerce,  finance,  and  business 
are  utilized.  Government  is  neither  duplicat¬ 
ing  nor  competing  with  existing  institutions 
and  personnel. 

Waste  is  eliminated  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Plan.  Participants  buy  in  amounts  commen¬ 
surate  with  their  needs  and  according  to  their 
taste  preference.  Consequently,  the  diet  of 
the  people  is  improved  because  they  have 
what  they  like  to  eat  and  it  is  fresh.  The 
benefits  of  an  improved  diet  must  be  dis¬ 
sertated  by  others — I  believe  it. 

We  must  consider  too  that  in  our  society 
the  government  is  established  for  the  com¬ 
monweal  of  its  people;  and,  this  includes 
the  dignity  with  which  it  provides  for  its 
people.  The  Food  Stamp  Plan  is  a  dignified 
and  respectful  procedure. 

I  want  to  say  again  that  all  benefit  from 
the  Food  Stamp  Plan,  including  the  federal 
government.  The  latter  benefits  in  that  the 
gross  cost  is  reduced  through  increased  tax 
returns. 

May  I  take  this  opportunity  to  suggest 
that  if  there  is  still-a  provision  in  the  bill 
to  transfer  a  part  of  the  cost  of  the  Plan  to 
the  States  that  this  provision  be  eliminated. 
Basically,  the  Food  Stamp  Plan  is  an  effort 
to  help  the  farmer  through  an  improved  diet 
for  people.  This  is  good;  it  is  a  sound  ap¬ 
proach.  However,  to  help  the  farmer  is  a 
federal  plan.  A  state  should  not  be  required 
or  even  expected  to  absorb  any  cost  for  a 
strictly  federal  plan.  The  states  have  ac¬ 
cepted  the  costs  of  making  the  benefits  of 
the  plan  available  to  its  people.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  Pennsylvania  provides  an  experienced 
staff  to  measure  applicants’  eligibility  to 
participate  in  the  Plan;  I  think  they  pay  the 
banks  a  fee  for  receiving  and  processing  the 
“stamps”  back  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
system;  and  certain  other  incidental  costs 
too. 

These  are  proper  charges  on  the  State.  In 
my  opinion  though  it  is  not  a  proper  charge 
on  the  State  to  be  charged  for  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  the  bonus  stamps,  which  is  strictly 
a  plan  for  moving  farmers’  surplus  crops. 

Sincerely, 

Edward  R.  Golob, 
Executive  Director. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  National  Grange 
has  also  taken  a  position  on  this  impor¬ 
tant  legislation  and  I  place  the  letter 
received  from  its  legislative  representa¬ 
tive  at  this  point  in  my  remarks: 

National  Grange, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  16, 1967 . 

Re  Food  Stamp  Plan  and  20-percent  match¬ 
ing  provision. 

Dear  Congressman:  The  Food  Stamp  Bill, 
originally  passed  as  a  part  of  the  Wheat- 
Cotton  Bill  of  1964,  has  proven  to  be  a  high¬ 
ly  acceptable  substitute  for  the  old  surplus 
food  delivery  program,  which  is  no  longer 
usable  because  of  the  unavailability  of  sur¬ 
plus  foods  for  disposal,  except  for  cereals. 


According  to  the  Congressional  Quarterly, 
there  are  249  Congressional  Districts  which 
at  present  have  a  Food  Stamp  Program.  An¬ 
other  92  programs  have  been  requested, 
some  of  them  in  the  districts  already  having 
a  Food  Stamp  Plan  in  effect. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  of  the  92 
districts  with  requests  pending,  50  of  them 
are  represented  by  Democrats  and  42  by  Re¬ 
publicans,  indicating  that  this  is  certainly  a 
nonpartisan  problem. 

In  the  Grange  testimony  before  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Committee,  we  gave  enthusiastic 
endorsement  to  the  Plan,  but  were  both  sur¬ 
prised  and  dismayed  at  the  provision  to 
make  the  bill  conditional  upon  a  20  percent 
matching  of  the  costs  by  the  states.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  inclusion  of  the  matching 
fund  places  an  unnecessarily  heavy  burden 
on  the  several  states.  Not  only  would  it  fore¬ 
stall  the,  expansion  of  the  Plan,  but  it  would 
probably  force  the  abandonment  of  the  Plan 
in  the  very  states  where  it  is  most  needed. 
The  enclosed  table  indicates  what  this 
amednment  would  cost  your  state,  if  the 
matching  provision  is  included. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  should  operate  at  the  exclusion  of 
welfare  programs.  However,  we  do  believe 
that  those  who  are  able  to  pay  a  part  of  their 
basic  food  needs  should  do  so.  The  Food 
Stamp  Program  has  brought  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  food  into  the  regular  market  chan¬ 
nels  where  the  recipients  have  access  to  the 
same  food  available  to  others  in  our  society. 
The  dual  results  of  upgrading  the  diets  by 
making  essential  food  available,  and  the  nor¬ 
malizing  of  the  market  system  for  food  dis¬ 
tribution  are  commendable  and  worthwhile 
objectives. 

We  urge  your  support  for  the  continuation 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  when  this  bill 
is  presented  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  minus 
the  20  percent  matching  provision. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Harrry  L.  Graham. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  we  can  get  an  agreement  as  to  the 
amount  of  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  all  debate  on  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto  close  in  15 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  FEIGHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  extension  and  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  food  stamp  program.  I  am, 
however,  unalterably  opposed  to  the 
committee  amendment  that  would  re¬ 
quire  States  to  match  20  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  bonus  coupons. 

I  have  followed  the  course  of  the  food 
stamp  program  very  closely  since  the 
city  of  Cleveland  and  all  of  Cuyahoga 
County  joined  the  pilot  test  of  the  food 
stamp  program  in  May  of  1963.  Cuya¬ 
hoga  County,  together  with  Lucas 
County,  were  two  of  the  43  pilot  areas  in 
which  the  program  was  tested  between 
1961  and  1964. 

Ohio  now  has  34  counties  participat¬ 
ing  in  the  food  stamp  program.  In  April, 
some  189,000  needy  people  in  Ohio  were 
benefiting  from  the  program.  Their  food 
purchasing  power  was  being  increased 
by  $1,200,000  a  month. 

These  189,000  people  were  getting 
more  meat,  more  milk,  more  fruits  and 
vegetables.  And  they  were  doing  this  on 
a  self-help  basis.  These  people  were  in¬ 


vesting  some  $2,300,000  of  their  own 
money  in  purchased  coupons  each 
month — in  order  to  receive  the  addi¬ 
tional  $1,200,000  in  free  coupons. 

But,  the  benefits  of  the  program  ex¬ 
tend  beyond  the  direct  food  help  to  the 
needy.  Retail  food  sales  increase  as  the 
families  spend  the  extra  $1,200,000  in 
grocery  stores  each  month — with  the 
benefits  of  larger  markets  flowing  back 
to  the  fanner  through  the  commercial 
marketing  system. 

These  increased  retail  sales  act  as  an 
economic  stimulus  to  the  local  economy. 
After  the  program  was  in  operation  for 
a  year  in  Cuyahoga  County,  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  county  board  of  commis¬ 
sioners  stated: 

This  [food  stamp]  program  has  contrib¬ 
uted  greatly  to  the  economic  growth  of  the 
entire  community. 

He  also  stated  that  the  value  of  the 
bonus  or  free  coupons  was  equal  to  the 
annual  payroll  of  an  industry  employing 
several  hundred  workers. 

The  success  of  the  food  stamp  program 
in  Cuyahoga  County — and  in  Ohio — has 
been  repeated  in  area  after  area  and 
State  after  State. 

In  the  light  of  this  success  story,  I 
want  my  colleagues  fully  to  understand 
the  real  implications  of  the  committee 
amendment  to  require  States  to  match 
20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  free  coupons. 
Its  real  purpose  and  its  real  impact  have 
become  clouded  behind  such  justifica¬ 
tions  as  the  “need  for  more  State  con¬ 
trol”  or  the  “protection  against  program 
abuses”  or  “States  will  administer  the 
program  better  if  their  own  funds  are 
involved.” 

First,  let  us  review  those  issues — I  be¬ 
lieve  that  a  review  of  the  record  will  find 
such  arguments  without  merit.  Second, 
let  us  realistically  look  at  the  impact  of 
the  20  percent  matching  requirement. 
That  look  will  conclusively  demonstrate 
that  20  percent  matching  provision  will 
kill  the  food  stamp  program. 

What  about  State  control? 

No  one  in  the  State  of  Ohio — from 
Governor  Rhodes  down  to  the  local  gov¬ 
ernment  and  welfare  officials — has  raised 
the  question  of  unwarranted  Federal  in¬ 
terference.  On  the  contrary,  they  have 
made  known  their  concerns  that  the  20 
percent  matching  provision  will  put  the 
program  beyond  the  reach  of  the  State 
and  its  needy  people. 

Why  have  not  the  States  raised  the 
question?  Because  they  now  exercise 
control. 

The  State  must  request  the  program. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  cannot 
put  one  single  food  stamp  program  in 
operation  unless  the  State  formally  re¬ 
quests  it  to  do  so.  The  State  sets  the 
eligibility  standards;  the  local  offices  of 
the  State  welfare  agency  qualifies  each 
individual  family.  The  States  and  locali¬ 
ties  decide  when,  how,  and  where  the 
coupons  are  to  be  issued. 

What  about  the  prevention  of  program 
abuses? 

I  answer  that  argument  with  another 
question:  What  abuses?  The  committee 
itself,  in  reporting  out  the  bill,  took  the 
trouble  to  commend  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  the  care  with  which  the 
program  had  been  planned  and  carried 
out  in  the  past  3  years.  Member  after 
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member  stood  up  during  the  course  of 
general  debate  and  praised  the  program 
as  one  of  the  best  administered  Federal 
programs  now  in  operation. 

What  about  the  argument  that  States 
will  administer  the  program  better  if 
their  own  funds  are  involved? 

The  answer  to  that  argument  is  that 
State  funds  are  now  involved.  They  now 
pay  the  costs  of  intrastate  administra¬ 
tion — costs  that  run  to  about  7  percent 
of  the  Federal  subsidy. 

Second,  the  Congress  wisely  provided 
in  section  10(g)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
that  States  shall  be  financially  liable  to 
the  Federal  Government  if  there  has 
been  gross  negligence  or  fraud  on  the 
part  of  States  in  the  certification  of  ap¬ 
plicant  households.  So,  both  States’ 
funds  and  specific  State  financial  liability 
for  poor  administration  are  guaranteed 
without  a  20-percent  matching  amend¬ 
ment. 

Now,  having  disposed  of  the  red  her¬ 
rings  developed  by  the  supporters  of  the 
20-percent  matching  provision,  let  us 
look  at  the  impact  of  that  proposal. 

A  look  at  its  impact  reveals  that  it  can 
have  but  one  result.  It  will  kill  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  effectively  as  if  the  Congress 
fails  to  provide  any  authority.  A  vote  for 
the  20-percent  matching  amendment  is 
in  effect  a  vote  against  the  continuation 
of  the  food  stamp  program. 

States  are  now  sorely  pressed  to  find 
revenues  to  support  their  own  public  as¬ 
sistance  programs.  If  they  cannot  raise 
the  funds  to  meet  the  basic  needs  of  wel¬ 
fare  recipients,  then  how  can  we  expect 
that  they  can — or  would — raise  the 
funds  to  help  pay  the  cost  of  the  stamp 
program  that  is  directed  only  to  the  food 
needs  of  low-income  people? 

There  was  no  discussion  of  this  State 
matching  proposal  during  the  course  of 
the  hearings  on  H.R.  1318.  I  have  care¬ 
fully  read  the  testimony  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  where  this  State  matching  provi¬ 
sion  was  discussed.  Witnesses  before  that 
committee  uniformly  testified  that  the 
States  said  that  the  maching  require¬ 
ment  would  force  them  to  withdraw  from 
the  food  stamp  program. 

Ohio  will  have  to  withdraw.  There  is 
now  a  proposal  before  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  to  raise  welfare  payments  for  aid  to 
dependent  children — an  increase  that  is 
sorely  needed  because  grants  to  ADC 
families  are  now  only  about  70  percent  of 
what  the  State  itself  says  is  an  accept¬ 
able  minimum  amount.  Ohio’s  financial 
position  is  such  that  even  this  proposal 
contemplates  that  the  counties  would 
have  to  finance  50  percent  of  the  added 
cost.  And,  it  is  clear  that  many  coun¬ 
ties  could  not  raise  their  proposed  share 
of  the  added  cost. 

Under  the  proposed  20-percent  match¬ 
ing  amendment,  Ohio  would  need  to  put 
up  nearly  $7,000,000  a  year  in  order  to 
bring  the  benefits  of  the  food  stamp 
program  to  its  low-income  people.  It  will 
not  be  able  to  do  so. 

Federal  requirement  for  State  match¬ 
es — contrary  to  the  contentions  of  the 
proponents  of  the  matching  provision — 
does  not  guarantee  State  matching,  be¬ 
cause  most,  if  not  all,  States  simply  can¬ 
not  find  extra  money  in  already  tightly 
stretched  budgets  to  meet  .such  a  new 


demand.  Some  States — particularly  the 
lower  income  States — are  still  not  taking 
advantage  of  all  of  the  Federal  public 
assistance  funds  available  to  them  be¬ 
cause  they  have  not  been  able  to  raise 
the  required  State  matching  funds.  They 
have  had  to  forego  the  full  benefits  of 
Federal  aid  just  as  they  will  have  to 
forego  the  benefits  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  States 
could  require  county  or  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  bear  the  20-percent  cost.  This 
is  untenable.  It  would  mean  that  the 
communities  most  in  need  of  the  food 
stamp  program  would  be  the  least  able 
to  raise  the  required  tax  funds. 

Finally,  the  States  would  be  forced 
to  return  to  the  less  desirable  surplus 
commodity  donation  program,  because 
the  States  would  not  have  to  match  the 
cost  of  those  donated  foods. 

No  advocate  of  20  percent  matching 
for  the  food  stamp  program  proposes  that 
the  States  should  be  required  to  pay  20 
percent  of  the  Federal  cost  of  the  donated 
commodities  that  would  be  provided  to 
needy  families  in  lieu  of  food  stamps. 

I  think  it  becomes  clear  that  advocates 
of  the  20 -percent  matching  would  end 
the  food  stamp  program,  by  pricing  it 
out  of  reach  of  the  States.  They  want 
to  force  the  surplus  commodity  donation 
program  on  the  States,  although  their 
reasons  for  doing  so  are  hard  to  under¬ 
stand. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  stand  up  and 
be  counted  for  a  well-administered,  ef¬ 
fective  program  that  brings  our  abun¬ 
dance  of  food  within  the  reach  of  our 
needy — whether  they  reside  in  cities  such 
as  Cleveland  or  in  farming  areas  in  the 
Mississippi  delta  counties  in  the  South. 
You  will  be  for  the  food  stamp  program 
only  if  you  vote  against  the  20-percent 
matching  amendment. 

(Mr.  RONAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  RONAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
express  my  wholehearted  support  of  the 
Sullivan  food  stamp  program.  Although 
the  present  bill  under  consideration  bears 
the  name  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Mis¬ 
souri,  the  House  Agriculture  Committee 
has  added  an  objectionable  provision 
which  would  require  the  participating 
States  to  pay  for  20  percent  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  join  with  Mrs.  Sullivan  in  her 
move  to  strike  this  provision  from  the 
bill  so  that  the  program  may  continue  as 
originally  authorized.  I  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  do  likewise. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  is  to  be  commended  for 
her  pioneering  in  this  field.  Her  efforts 
and  those  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  have  produced  an  outstanding  pro¬ 
gram — one  which  induces  self-reliance 
and  in  no  sense  can  it  be  branded  a  “give 
away.”  She  feels  that  the  20-percent  pro¬ 
vision  would  seriously  endanger  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  many  States  and  this  holds  true 
for  my  own  State,  the  State  of  Illinois. 

In  Illinois  20  percent  would  amount  to 
$2,147,957  at  the  present  level  of  opera¬ 
tion.  In  Cook  County  alone  the  local  par¬ 
ticipation  would  be  $1,056,895.  Illinois, 
like  all  States,  already  has  its  budget 
problems  and  could  not,  according  to 
Governor  Kemer,  divert  over  $2,000,000 
for  other  urgent  items  of  need  under  our 
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public  aid  program  to  assume  its  portion 
of  the  cost.  Already,  Illinois  is  spending 
something  over  $1  million  a  year  in  State 
moneys  for  operating  expenses  of  the 
stamp  plan. 

Governor  Kerner  has  stated  that  the 
adoption  of  the  20-percent  provision 
would  “compel  the  State  of  Illinois  to  two 
alternatives,  both  undesirable:  (1)  with¬ 
drawal  from  the  Stamp  Plan  or  (2)  low¬ 
ering  of  our  food  standard  to  accommo¬ 
date  for  the  monies  diverted  to  paying 
the  proposed  20  percent  of  bonus  Stamp 
Costs.” 

The  program  has  been  operating  in 
Cook  County  sipce  April  1,  1965,  and  has 
been  expanded  to  include  67  counties  in 
Illinois  since  that  date.  Attesting  to  the 
success  of  the  program  in  the  Chicago 
area  are  stories  which  appeared  in  the 
Chicago  Tribune  and  the  New  World. 

Under  date  of  July  11, 1965,  the  Chicago 
Tribune  carried  a  story  with  a  headline 
reading  “Food  Stamp  Program  Catches 
On,  30,641  Families  Participated” — 
“Bonus  Plan  Helps  Poor  Beef  Up  Their 
Diets.”  The  reporter  wrote: 

From  the  vantage  point  of  families  .using 
the  stamps,  the  program  is  a  menu  bright- 
ener  and  a  boon,  despite  some  complexities 
and  a  bit  of  confusion.  Many  said  they  were 
eating  better  food,  with  the  emphasis  on 
more  and  better  quality  meats,  fruits  and 
vegetables,  since  they  joined  the  program. 

Some  of  the  results  cited  are: 

Ten  children  of  a  near  northwest  side 
mother  are  now  drinking  fresh  milk. 

A  middle-aged  couple  treated  themselves 
to  oranges,  grapefruit  and  bananas. 

A  mother  of  two  served  her  teenagers  roast 
beef,  a  novelty  on  their  table. 

The  New  World  on  June  25,  1965,  car¬ 
ried  a  story  with  the  banner  headline 
“Food  Stamp  Program  Aids  Needy  Fami¬ 
lies  by  Increasing  Their  Purchasing 
Power”  which  cited  the  help  which  was 
being  given  in.  the  Chicago  area  to  low- 
income  and  welfare-supported  families 
which  could  not  afford  otherwise  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  food  they  need. 

The  Food  Mart  News  of  Chicago  on 
July  1,  1965,  carried  a  story  under  the 
headline  “Food  Stamps  Increase  in  Pop¬ 
ularity”  which  discussed  at  some  length 
the  successful  operation  ofthe  program. 

But,  unfortunately,  the  food  stamp 
program  in  Illinois  is  in  jeopardy.  A  re¬ 
quirement  of  20-percent  financial  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  States,  which  is  con¬ 
tained  in  legislation  to  extend  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  reported  by  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee,  would  in  all  likelihood 
sound  the  death  knell  for  the  program  in 
quirement  of  20-percent  financial  par- 
tion  requirement  should  be  amended  out 
of  the  bill  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  and  adopt  the  bill  as  originally 
introduced  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Sisk]  . 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment.  I  think  there 
is  no  question  but  what,  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted,  it  will  kill  the  program. 

I  happen  to  represent  a  State  which  is 
considered  tr  be  quite  wealthy,  but  my 
own  States  has  already  indicated  they 
will  probably  drop  this  program  if  the 
20-percent  requirement  is  added  to  the 
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bill.  So  I  think  your  vote  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  determines  whether  you  are  for 
the  program  or  against  the  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
O’Hara]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  O’Hara  of 
Illinois  yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Annun- 
zio.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Gray], 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  firmly 
believe  that  when  the  Congress,  in  its 
wisdom,  develops  and  enacts  a  program 
which  works  in  the  manner  in  which  we 
had  intended — without  scandal  or  abuse 
or  blundering  administration — we  should 
all  rejoice  and  take  pride  in  our  work. 

Instead,  there  are  voices  here  telling 
us  the  program  we  enacted  in  1964  to 
provide  adequate  nutritional  standards 
for  low-income  families  works  so  well  we 
now  cannot  afford  it  any  longer. 

These  are  the  same  voices  which  told 
us  3  years  ago  it  would  not  work  at  all. 
Southern  Illinois  was  selected  as  a  pilot 
area  to  test  the  program  and  it  has 
worked  very  well. 

Some  of  the  Members  on  the  other 
side  who  fought  the  program  so  hard  in 
1964  say  they  are  ready  to  support  it  now 
if  we  just  mess  it  up  a  little  and  adopt 
their  amendments  to  cripple  it.  They  say 
they  are  for  it  now — but. 

Others,  of  course,  say  they  are  not  for 
it  and  never  were — and  at  least  they  are 
consistent. 

But  I  do  not  believe  the  opposition 
party  has  anything  in  the  way  of  sug¬ 
gestions  today  to  make  this  program 
work  better  than  it  has  been  working. 
No  one  on  the  other  side  has  proposed 
relaxing  the  purchase  requirements  so 
that  people  who  now  find  it  difficult  to 
scrape  together  the  money  they  must  pay 
for  the  food  stamps  can  get  them  at  less 
cost.  No  one  on  the  other  side  has  urged 
an  increase  in  the  food  allotments  to 
match  increases  in  the  cost  of  living. 

They  have  not  proposed  anything  to 
widen  the  scope  or  improve  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  program  in  its  primary 
purpose — which  is  getting  enough  of  the 
right  food  to  people  who  cannot  afford 
to  eat  properly  without  some  help. 

This  program  is  not  perfect,  by  any 
means.  But  it  works.  It  does  what  we 
intended  it  to  do.  It  does  it  efficiently 
and  effectively.  It  helps  people  eat  prop¬ 
erly — old  people  who  otherwise  would 
skimp  on  food  and  use  their  little  bit  of 
money  for  other  things.  Do  not  let  the 
enemies  of  this  program  kill  it,  Mr. 
Chairman.  It  is  one  the  Democratic  Party 
can  be  proud  of. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Matstjnaga]  . 

(Mr.  MATSUNAGA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
a  former  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  I  take  great  pride  in  the 
fact  that  I  played  a  role,  however  small, 
in  the  enactment  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964. 

The  food  stamp  program  has  been  a 
highly  important  and,  most  effective 
means  of  providing  a  more  equitable 


share  of  our  food  abundance  to  low-in¬ 
come  families  throughout  the  Nation. 

The  program  was  started  late  in  fiscal 
year  1961  on  a  pilot  basis  to  test  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  this  approach.  The  suc¬ 
cess  of  the  pilot  operations  led  to  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964. 
Special  evaluation  studies  clearly  show 
that  the  program  has  been  achieving 
is  goals.  The  bill  which  is  again  before 
us,  H.R.  1318,  amends  the  1964  act  to 
extend  it  for  1  year.  The  committee 
amendment  to  the  bill  further  amends 
the  act  by  providing  that  beginning 
July  1,  1969,  each  participating  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  will  pay  20 
percent  of  the  cost  of  free — bonus — 
stamps  distributed  to  eligible  households. 
Under  the  program  as  currently  oper¬ 
ated,  the  Federal  Government  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  total  cost  of  the  bonus 
coupons  issued  to  needy  families. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support  the 
extension  of  the  food  stamp  program. 
However,  I  just  as  strongly  oppose  the 
committee  amendment  to  shift  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  bonus  coupons  to 
the  participating  States.  This  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  defeated. 

If  this  change  is  made  in  the  program, 
many  of  the  States  now  participating 
will  likely  end  their  participation  in  the 
program. 

Many  of  the  States  now  participating 
in  the  program  continue  to  have  serious 
difficulty  providing  sufficient  funds  to 
support  their  own  public  welfare  pro¬ 
grams.  Some  States — particularly  the 
lower  income  States — are  not  now  tak¬ 
ing  full  advantage  of  available  Federal 
public  assistance  programs  because  they 
have  not  been  able  to  raise  the  matching 
funds  required.  This  amendment  would 
limit  still  further  their  ability  to  assist 
their  needy  families. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  welfare  programs, 
be  they  State-sponsored  or  Federal- 
sponsored,  must  continue  to  provide  for 
the  pressing  needs  of  poor  families,  in¬ 
cluding  a  better  nutrition  through  in¬ 
creased  food  consumption,  if  we  are  to 
merit  the  recognition  of  an  affluent  de¬ 
mocracy.  The  States’  welfare  programs 
must  provide  for  the  needs  of  all  their 
needy  families,  and  State  resources 
must  be  effectively  allocated  to  achieve 
that  objective  in  order  to  achieve  any 
degree  of  success.  If  the  several  States 
were  able  to  finance  such  a  public  as¬ 
sistance  program,  it  would  not  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  continue  the  food  stamp  program. 

As  the  program  now  operates,  it  is 
not  without  cost  to  the  participating 
States.  Many  purchasers  of  food  stamps 
use  welfare  money  received  from  the 
States,  in  the  first  instance.  States  or 
the  local  areas  also  finance  the  costs  of 
the  program  administration.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  estimates  that 
these  administrative  costs  amount  to 
about  7  percent  of  the  value  of  the  bonus 
coupons.  To  add  20  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  bonus  coupons  to  these  costs  would 
price  the  program  out  of  reach  of  those 
States  in  which  the  program  is  most 
needed. 

Estimates  indicate  that,  if  this  cost 
sharing  amendment  is  adopted,  the  total 
financial  burden  to  the  States  participat¬ 
ing  in  the  food  stamp  program  in  fiscal 
year  1970  would  be  increased  by  $64  mil¬ 


lion.  In  my  own  State  of  Hawaii  this  in¬ 
crease  would  amount  to  at  least  $100,000. 

Mr.  Chaixman,  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  providing  for  cost  sharing  by  the 
participating  States  would  in  effect  de¬ 
feat  the  very  purpose  for  which  the  food 
stamp  program  was  established.  It  would 
deprive  the  areas  in  greatest  need  of  the 
benefits  of  the  program.  If  we  can  agree 
that  the  food  stamp  program  has  worked, 
and  I  believe  we  can  readily  so  agree, 
then  we  can  certainly  agree  that  any 
crippling  amendment  such  as  this 
should  go  down  in  resounding  defeat. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Goodling}. 

(Mr.  GOODLING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Arends 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Goodling.) 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
ladies  and  gentlemen  of  this  House,  yes¬ 
terday  we  saw  in  this  House  a  red  flag 
raised  against  irresponsible  Federal 
spending.  This  was  the  voice  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  speaking.  For 
the  next  few  weeks  we  will  probably  be 
seeing  Members  with  arms  in  slings. 

But,  be  that  as  it  may,  if  this  bill  and 
this  amendment  is  defeated — and  all  of 
us  have  heard  over  and  over  again  cer¬ 
tain  dire  consequences  as  a  result  of  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment,  if  this  20 
percent  is  not  retained  the  States  will 
not  be  able  to  bear  this  additional 
burden. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  be  realistic 
and  face  facts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  remind 
the  Members  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
what  I  said  in  connection  with  this  mat¬ 
ter  just  recently.  I  assume  you  will  agree 
Ohio  and  Pennsylvania  are  two  of  the 
poorer  States,  yet  they  receive  the  great¬ 
est  amount  under  this  bill. 

Let  me  also  remind  you  that  at  a  time 
when  our  economy  is  at  an  all-time  high, 
our  unemployment  at  an  all-time  low,  we 
are  expanding  a  welfare  program. 

A  vote  for  this  committee  amendment 
is  a  vote  for  some  sense  of  fiscal  respon¬ 
sibility  at  the  Federal  level. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
EckhardtL 

(Mr.  ECKHARDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mi-.  Chairman,  in  my 
State  of  Texas  there  are  10  counties 
which  utilize  the  food  stamp  program. 
This  constitutes  only  about  4  percent  of 
the  State’s  counties.  However,  it  repre¬ 
sents  a  significant  number  of  people,  now 
about  11,000  persons,  who  need  the  added 
nutrition  provided  by  this  most  desirable 
program.  If  the  committee  amendment  is 
adopted  this  4  percent  of  the  Texas 
counties  will  have  to  convince  the  ma¬ 
jority,  including  96  percent  of  the  coun¬ 
ties  which  are  not  affected,  to  support 
a  State  legislative  appropriation.  If  they 
cannot  do  so,  they  are  denied  the  choice 
they  now  have  to  use  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  rather  than  the  surplus  commodity 
program.  I  am  against  the  committee 
amendment  because  it  would  deny  the 
local  self-determination  that  now  exists 
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and  permit  the  State  to  dictate  uni¬ 
formity  in  an  area  in  which  there  is 
much  diversity  amongst  the  counties. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
ScherleL 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Scherle 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Belcher.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Kee], 

(Mr.  KEE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  food 
stamp  program  was  inaugurated  and 
placed  into  effect  in  McDowell  county 
of  the  congressional  district  which  it  is 
my  honor  to  represent,  the  Fifth  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  based  upon  my  experi¬ 
ence  with  this  program,  I  can  assure  the 
members  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  that  the 
food  stamp  program  represents  per¬ 
sistent  work  and  diligence,  and  is  an  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  future  of  America  and  we 
must  keep  and  maintain  it. 

(Mr.  KEE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Barrett]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Barrett 
yielded  his  time  to  Mrs.  Sullivan.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Foley]. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  merely 
want  to  remind  the  Committee  that  at  no 
time  during  the  debate  on  this  bill  has 
any  question  been  made  as  to  the  effi¬ 
ciency  and  honesty  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  program. 

What  this  money  does  is  to  provide  in¬ 
creased  nutritious  food  and  better  diets 
for  American  families.  That  is  the  best 
possible  investment  that  can  be  made 
with  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  the  de¬ 
feat  of  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Teague]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Teague 
of  California  yielded  his  time  to  Mr. 
Belcher.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chan  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Dole], 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this 
time  to  point  out  that  in  no  Federal  wel¬ 
fare  program  does  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  pay  100  percent  of  the  costs.  In 
the  old-age  assistance  program,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  it  is  paying  65.6  percent.  In  the 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
it  is  paying  56  percent.  Aid  to  the  blind 
program,  it  is  paying  55.7  percent.  Aid 
to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
it  is  paying  64.7  percent.  And  in  the 
medical  programs  it  is  paying  53.5  per¬ 
cent. 

Beginning  in  July  1968,  States  and  local 
governments  will  pay  20  percent  of  the 
costs  of  some  of  the  poverty  programs. 
So  I  believe  the  committee  amendment  is 
entirely  consistent  with  the  other  on¬ 
going  programs  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Ryan.] 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  insure  that  the  poor  people 
of  this  country  are  not  denied  minimal 
nutritional  needs.  The  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  as  originally  envisioned  by  our 
distinguished  colleague,  the  gentlelady 
from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan]  ,  provided 
a  creative  means  of  increasing  food  con¬ 
sumption  among  indigent  citizens,  while 
aiding  the  agricultural  economy  and 
helping  local  retailers. 

In  1964,  when  this  program  was  first 
approved,  an  attempt  was  made  to  re¬ 
quire  the  States  to  pay  50  percent  of  its 
costs.  This  was  rejected,  because  in  prac¬ 
tice,  it  would  have  fallen  upon  those  very 
areas  least  able  to  afford  the  costs.  The 
States  are  currently  paying  about  45  per¬ 
cent  of  the  administrative  costs.  An  in¬ 
crease  in  this  budren,  even  to  20  percent 
of  the  entire  program  would  effectively 
cripple  it,  for  the  same  reasons  it  would 
have  in  1964. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
AnnunzioL 

(Mr.  ANNUNZIO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.)  - 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  commend  the  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri  for  her  years  of  hard  work 
on  behalf  of  the  needy  and  hungry  peo¬ 
ple  of  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  committee  amendment  to  require  the 
States  to  pay  a  greatly  increased  share  of 
the  cost  of  the  food  stamp  program.  I  am 
not  going  to  take  very  much  time,  be¬ 
cause  I  expressed  my  views  during  the 
general  debate  on  this  bill  on  May  15.  I 
believe  very  strongly  in  this  program, 
pioneered  by  my  chairman  on  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Consumer  Affairs  [Mrs. 
Sullivan].  We  are  talking  about  food 
for  the  stomachs  of  hungry  people — or 
people  who  would  be  hungry  if  this  pro¬ 
gram  were  not  allowed  to  continue  in  the 
manner  in  which  it  has  been  operating 
so  well. 

How  can  we  make  such  an  issue  out  of 
the  comparatively  few  dollars  we  spend 
on  the  food  stamp  program  compared  to 
the  billions  of  dollars  worth  of  food  we 
give  away  all  over  the  world?  I  cannot 
understand  that  kind  of  reasoning.  This 
program  and  the  attacks  being  made 
upon  it.  Is  a  dollar  more  important  than 
a  child’s  eating  a  proper  meal?  I  cannot 
understand  that  kind  of  reasoning.  This 
is  not  a  program  where  we  are  spend¬ 
ing  billions  of  dollars.  For  about  two  mil¬ 
lion  people,  we  are  spending  something 
like  $160  million  at  current  levels 
of  operation  of  the  food  stamp  program. 
This  is  the  difference  between  going  with¬ 
out  proper  food  and  having  a  minimum 
adequate  diet.  You  would  think  we  were 
giving  Fort  Knox  away. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  there  is  one  thing 
that  has  characterized  the  United  States 
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of  America  for  the  past  generation,  it  has 
been  a  willingness  to  help  the  people  of 
other  countries  to  improve  their  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  and  their  opportunity  to 
pursue  a  good  life  for  their  people  in 
freedom.  We  helped  Greece  and  Turkey 
to  stay  free;  we  spent  billions  upon  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  under  the  Marshall  plan 
and  other  programs  to  aid  other  nations. 
Some  begrudge  the  money  we  have  spent 
to  try  to  achieve  a  better  world. 

Our  generosity  has  often  brought  us 
ingratitude,  and  worse.  But  we  have  per¬ 
sisted  because  we  felt  freedom  was  worth 
preserving — that  we  could  not  keep  ours 
unless  every  nation  had  a  chance  to 
achieve  freedom,  too. 

We  are  now  spending  nearly  a  billion 
dollars  a  year  to  add  a  tiny  bit  of  ad¬ 
ditional  nourishment  to  the  starving 
people  of  India.  Our  wheat  farmers  bene¬ 
fit  from  this,  of  course,  but  our  motives 
are  better  than  that.  We  give  this  food 
away.  We  have  given  away  untold  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  worth  of  food  all  over 
the  globe. 

Is  it  not  ironic  that  some  Members  rise 
in  great  alarm  over  the  fact  that  in  the 
coming  year  we  will  spend  somewhere 
around  $200  million — one-fifth  of  the 
food  aid  to  India  alone — in  aiding  very 
low  income  Americans  to  enjoy  a  basic 
minimum  diet?  Are  we  that  destitute  of 
the  spirit  of  humanity  for  our  own 
people? 

These  are  not  people  getting  a  hand¬ 
out.  They  must  earmark  a  certain  per¬ 
centage  of  their  entire  income  for  noth¬ 
ing  but  food.  And  if  they  agree  to  do 
that — to  buy  as  much  food  as  they  can 
possibly  afford  out  of  their  own  money — 
we  agree  to  supplement  their  food  pur¬ 
chasing  dollar  with  an  additional  50 
cents  worth  of  food,  on  the  average. 
Those  who  oppose  this  plan  apparently 
would  rather  give  that  food  away  abroad, 
or  let  it  rot  in  the  fields  or  warehouses. 
I  favor  the  food  stamp  program  in  pref¬ 
erence  to  the  breadline. 

I  absolutely  oppose  the  committee 
amendment  to  destroy  this  program. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Montana. 

(Mr.  OLSEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want, 
first,  to  indicate  support  for  the  food 
stamp  program. 

A  broader  food  stamp  program  should 
be  authorized.  It  has  proved  itself  in  the 
7%  years  it  has  been  operating. 

I  am,  however,  opposed  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  committee  amendment  which 
would  require  that  States  and  localities 
finance  29  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  free 
coupons  to  be  issued.  This  provision  will 
not  strengthen  the  program  as  its  pro¬ 
ponents  contend.  It  will  kill  it.  Those 
States  and  localities  most  in  need  of  a 
stamp  program  would  not  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  it. 

Supporters  of  this  State-matching 
provision  support  it  because  they  say  it 
is  necessary  to  keep  the  program  from 
getting  “out  of  hand.”  But,  there  are  no 
State-matching  requirements  for  the 
value  of  the  Federal  foods  now  being  pro¬ 
vided  to  States  for  donation  to  needy 
families  and  this  program  has  not  got- 
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ten  out  of  hand.  So,  matching  funds  are 
not  needed  to  control  the  stamp  program. 

Supporters  say  that  matching  funds 
are  necessary  to  protect  the  States’  pre¬ 
rogatives  in  making  major  decisions  in 
welfare  programs.  But,  we  have  no  evi¬ 
dence,  no  complaints  from  States,  that 
the  current  food  donation  program  has 
interfered  with  their  rights  or  preroga¬ 
tives.  Nor  have  any  of  the  States  in 
which  the  food  stamp  program  is  now 
operating,  on  an  unmatched  basis,  in¬ 
dicated  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  interfering  with  State  welfare 
programs. 

The  matching  provisions  of  this  bill 
will  make  the  program  inoperative  and 
keep  it  from  helping  low-income  families 
and  U.S.  farmers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  we  are 
being  asked  today  is  not  whether  the 
States  should  share  in  the  cost  of  this 
program.  They  do  now.  The  real  ques¬ 
tion  being  asked  is:  “Are  we  going  to 
price  this  program  out  of  reach  of  the 
States?” 

At  the  present  time  the  intrastate  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  borne  by  the  States 
equal  approximately  7  percent  of  the 
value  of  the  bonus  coupons.  To  ask  the 
States  to  furnish  20  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  bonus  coupons,  in  addition  to  pre¬ 
sent  costs,  is  entirely  unrealistic.  The 
States  have  said  so. 

So,  I  ask  the  supporters  of  the  20-per- 
cent  matching  amendment,  are  you  will¬ 
ing  to  vote  to  prevent  States  from  exer¬ 
cising  their  right  to  choose  between 
commodity  distribution  and  food 
stamps? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Pucinski]  . 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  help 
those  States  which  have  always  opposed 
social  legislation  to  kill  this  program, 
and  to  force  the  indigents  from  those 
States  into  the  big  cities  of  our  coun¬ 
try.  We  in  Chicago  have  seen  a  steady 
migration  of  indigents  from  the  South 
simply  because  many  of  our  southern 
communities  refuse  to  accept  their  own 
responsibility  to  the  poor.  Can  you 
imagine  the  State  of  Mississippi  appro¬ 
priating  20  percent  of  State  funds  for  this 
program?  If  this  amendment  is  adopted 
you  will  see  these  States  kill  the  program 
simply  by  not  appropriating  their 
share. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Miller]  . 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  arid  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  State  of  Ohio  has  received,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  $18  million  from  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  it  is  time  that 
we  stand  up  and  be  counted.  Yes,  in  our 
State  of  Ohio  we  have  received  more 
funds  from  the  food  stamp  program  than 
any  other  State,  but  I  support  this 
amendment  because  I  believe  firmly  that 
we  must  pay  our  share  at  the  State  level. 


I  know  our  Governor  of  Ohio  has 
asked  us  not  to  support  the  amendment, 
and  I  can  understand  his  reason  for  ask¬ 
ing  this.  However,  I  favor  it  because  I 
feel  we  should  support  these  programs 
at  the  State  level. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
FarbsteinL 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

We  have  prepared  legieslation  here  in 
the  legislative  hoppers  that  would  force 
States  and  various  localities,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  into  sharing.  Numerous  bills  are 
in  the  hopper  to  share  revenues,  and  now 
we  suggest  that  the  revenues  we  are 
supposed  to  share  shall  be  taken  away 
from  the  State. 

Where  is  the  logic  to  that? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Vanik], 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  neither  the  time 
nor  the  circumstance  under  which  we 
should  be  currently  considering  this 
amendment  to  provide  for  State  contri¬ 
bution  for  the  food  stamp  program.  I 
hope  this  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

In  my  community,  food  stamps  have 
kept  welfare  families  alive  despite  wel¬ 
fare  grants  which  give  them  only  about 
78  percent  of  minimum  living  costs.  Food 
stamps  since  1963  have  given  the  poor 
a  chance  to  add  25  percent  more  food  to 
their  scanty  diets. 

Governor  James  A.  Rhodes  has  warned 
that  if  the  bill  passes  with  the  amend¬ 
ment  as  it  now  is,  food  stamps  would 
probably  have  to  be  abolished  in  Ohio. 

At  this  particular  time,  all  States,  in¬ 
cluding  Ohio,  are  burdened  with  special 
needs  to  implement  the  medicaid  and 
public  welfare  programs.  It  would  be 
most  unfortunate  to  add  this  overwhelm¬ 
ing  burden  to  compel  the  State  to  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  food  stamp  program. 

Every  month,  more  than  19,500  fam¬ 
ilies  in  Cleveland  and  Cuyahoga  County 
utilize  $453,000  in  food  stamps  to  supple¬ 
ment  their  food  purchases  and  their 
diets. 

The  poor  of  my  community  and  the 
poor  of  America  would  have  to  pay  for 
the  economy  extorted  from  their  budgets 
by  this  devastating  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Randall]. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Randall 
yielded  his  time  to  Mrs.  Sullivan.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Myers.1 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  discussion  here 
this  afternoon  about  raising  the  20  per¬ 
cent  in  relief  rolls  of  the  States. 

Who  is  going  to  pay  this?  You  and  I — 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

It  is  true  that  it  is  going  to  raise  the 
States  20  percent  but  just  yesterday  we 
proved  that  unless  we  start  curbing  this 
thing  and  tightening  our  belt,  actually 


we  are  going  to  raise  taxes  6  percent  for 
every  taxpayer  in  this  country. 

I  think  that  notice  was  served  yester¬ 
day  and  now  there  is  an  opportunity  for 
every  one  of  us  to  really  and  sincerely 
back  up  what  we  did  yesterday. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan]. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
us  look  at  the  arguments  that  have  been 
presented  here. 

MAINTAINING  STATE  RESPONSIBILITY 

Let  us  look  at  the  argument  that  mak¬ 
ing  the  States  pay  20  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  bonus  coupons  will  result  in  great¬ 
er  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the 
States,  Is  there  any  evidence  that  the 
States  have  been  lax  in  living  up  to  their 
responsibilities  under  this  program? 
There  was  none  in  the  hearings.  I  saw 
no  testimony,  or  heard  none,  indicating 
that  any  State  participating  in  the  food 
stamp  program  was  not  carrying  out  the 
letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  food 
stamp  law. 

The  States  do  not  now  have  any  key 
to  the  Treasury  vaults  in  this  program. 
The  standards  they  adopt  for  participa¬ 
tion  must  be  approved  by  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  signed  in 
a  formal  compact  of  agreement.  If  any¬ 
thing,  the  States  have  been  tough  in  the 
administration  of  the  program.  I  found 
that  true  in  Missouri  when  St.  Louis 
came  into  the  program.  We  had  a  terrific 
battle  with  the  State  welfare  depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
here  in  Washington  to  persuade  them  to 
wake  up  to  the  facts  of  life  on  urban  liv¬ 
ing  costs  and  to  amend  the  regulations  so 
that  the  people  who  needed  the  food 
stamp  program  could  participate.  It  was 
a  real  battle. 

Generally,  the  same  caseworkers  who 
make  investigations  for  welfare  also  in¬ 
vestigate  food  stamp  eligibility.  The 
standards  for  the  various  States  are 
given  at  pages  H5421  and  H5422  of  the 
Record  of  May  15,  when  we  had  general 
debate  on  this  bill. 

The  States  are  now  responsible  for 
running  the  program  properly.  This  is 
not  going  to  make  them  more  con¬ 
scientious;  this  amendment  would  only 
make  it  more  difficult,  or  in  many  cases 
impossible,  for  the  States  to  participate 
at  all. 

Was  any  State  official  asked  to  testify 
on  this  bill?  None  appeared.  No  evidence 
was  spread  on  the  record  of  the  hearings 
to  show  that  any  State  is  not  exercising 
“prudence”  in  the  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  we  vote  this 
amendment  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Belcher]. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
thing  that  I  have  in  my  hand  is  not  a 
recommendation  from  me  and  it  is  not  a 
recommendation  for  the  food  stamp  plan. 

I  just  want  to  bring  a  few  facts  before 
you. 

I  believe  that  every  Governor  of  every 
State  in  this  Union  feels  a  responsibility 
towards  the  poor  people  in  his  State.  If 
this  program  is  such  a  poor  program  that 
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no  Governor  is  willing  to  pay  1  dollar  out 
of  5  dollars  of  the  cost  of  it,  it  certainly 
is  a  lousy  program  in  my  book.  That  is  to 
say,  a  State  or  Governor  who  will  not 
pay  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  this  thing 
because  he  does  not  think  it  is  worth  as 
much  as  20  percent  to  his  people — and  if 
I  had  a  program  in  which  I  could  not 
sell  $5  for  $1,  I  would  feel  that  I  had  a 
pretty  poor  program. 

Every  proponent  of  this  who  has  come 
to  this  well  has  said,  “If  you  ask  our 
State  to  pay  20  percent  of  this,  it  will  be 
the  absolute  end  of  this  program.”  If  it  is 
not  a  better  program  than  that,  then  we 
here  in  the  Congress  should  not  buy  it 
either. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  quite 
plain  that  most  of  those  who  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  recently  have  been  arguing 
in  favor  of  the  food  stamp  bill.  There  is 
no  argument  there.  You  have  not  heard 
anybody  make  a  speech  against  the  food 
stamp  bill. 

It  is  merely  a  practical  question  of  how 
to  get  the  best  administration.  The  com¬ 
mittee  tried  to  be  fair  about  it.  We  said 
that  we  would  ask  for  State  participa¬ 
tion  but  that  we  would  put  no  unreason¬ 
able  burden  on  the  States.  We  knew  that 
all  of  the  States  would  not  have  a  legis¬ 
lature  in  session  sometime  within  the 
next  2  years,  and  we  provide  that  they  do 
not  have  to  make  these  contributions  un¬ 
til  the  2  full  years  have  elapsed  and  until 
they  have  had  the  chance  to  have  their 
legislature  meet  and  pass  a  bill  and  ap¬ 
propriate  the  money. 

Had  there  been  any  spirit  or  any  desire 
to  destroy  this  program,  our  committee 
would  not  have  been  so  considerate. 

Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  it  is 
incumbent  upon  us  to  eliminate  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  this  legislation  that  States 
be  required  to  participate  in  the  program 
in  the  future  by  providing  20  percent  in 
participating  funds.  This  program  seems 
to  be  working  effectively  in  the  areas  of 
greatest  need  in  our  Nation  today.  The 
States  simply  do  not  have  the  necessary 
funds  that  are  required  of  them  in  the 
event  this  amendment  is  adopted.  If  we 
mean  for  this  program  to  work  and  to 
give  an  opportunity  to  a  number  of  un¬ 
fortunate  families  in  America  today  to 
receive  adequate  and  necessary  food¬ 
stuffs  in  the  local  marketplace,  then 
this  amendment  must  be  defeated. 

I,  therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  will  not 
support  the  amendment  and  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  do  likewise. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  the  chair¬ 
man  announced  that  the  ayes  appeared 
to  have  it. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mrs.  Sullivan 
and  Mr.  Belcher. 

The  committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  141,  noes 
120. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RYAN 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ryan:  Add  the 
following  new  section  at  the  end  of  the  bill: 

“Sec.  3.  Section  5  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“  ‘(c)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations 
providing  that — 

“‘(1)  families  with  very  low  money  in¬ 
comes  may  not  be  excluded  from  the  pro¬ 
gram  by  minimum  stamp  purchase  require¬ 
ments  which  exceed  their  budgetary  re¬ 
sources. 

“‘(2)  sliding  scales,  lower  than  minimum 
purchase  requirements  in  effect  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  families  with  very  low  money  in¬ 
comes. 

“‘(3)  families  with  very  low  money  in¬ 
comes  may  not  be  required  to  commit 
themselves  to  purchase  stamps  every  month 
as  a  condition  of  participation  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.’  ” 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order  against  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poace],  reserves  a  point  of 
order  against  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  food 
stamp  program,  a  creative  mechanism  to 
expand  purchases  of  food  by  our  poorest 
citizens,  is  based  on  the  premise  that 
everyone  should  make  some  minimal  ex¬ 
penditure  for  food,  and  the  further 
premise  that,  if  this  purchasing  power 
can  be  expanded  through  stamps,  the 
poor  family,  the  local  grocer,  and  the 
farmer  will  all  benefit. 

However,  ample  evidence  suggests 
that  in  the  poorest  areas,  where  people 
are  heavily  in  debt  or  entirely  outside  a 
money  economy,  some  citizens  are  un¬ 
able  to  pay  even  the  current  minimum  re¬ 
quired  to  participate. 

When  we  are  told  in  the  words  of  the 
title  of  a  disturbing  article  in  the  New 
York  Times  magazine  of  June  4,  1967,  by 
Robert  Sherrill  “It’s  Not  True  That  No¬ 
body  Starves  in  America,”  our  first  reac¬ 
tion  is  that  this  cannot  be  so.  I  quote 
from  the  testimony  of  the  distinguished 
civil  rights  leader,  A.  Philip  Randolph, 
before  the  National  Advisory  Commission 
on  Rural  Poverty: 

Government  administrators  seem  not  to 
understand  that  the  poorest  people  simply 
don’t  have  money. 

Dr.  George  Wiley,  director  of  the 
Poverty  Rights  Action  Center,  in  his 
testimony  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  on  March  15  of  this  year, 
stated: 

The  most  fundamental  and  universal  com¬ 
plaint  of  food  stamp  recipients  is  that  they 
are  forced  to  commit  a  major  portion  of  their 
already  inadequate  budgets  to  the  purchase 
of  food  stamps.  Most  recipients  feel  that  the 
amount  they  must  tie  up  in  food  stamps  is 
more  than  they  can  afford  to  spend  on  food 
and  still  meet  the  other  needs  of  their  fami¬ 
lies.  In  addition,  restricting  the  use  of  a  size¬ 
able  portion  of  a  meager  budget  greatly  in¬ 
crease  financial  hardship. 

When  legislators  leam  that  intended 
recipients  do  not  always  benefit  in  spite 
of  the  existence  of  this  worthwhile  pro¬ 
gram,  the  reaction  may  be  to  rail  at  the 
ingratitude,  or  we  hear  the  response  that 
the  food  stamp  program  was  not  meant 
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as  a  welfare  program  in  the  first  place, 
and  that  people  so  poor  they  cannot  even 
afford  the  stamps  are,  or  should  probably 
•be,  on  charity  in  any  event. 

I  do  not  propose  in  my  amendment  to 
alter  any  functions  of  the  food  stamp 
program.  My  amendment,  which  is  now 
before  the  Committee  simply  directs  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use  his  exist¬ 
ing  authority  to  remove  those  impedi¬ 
ments  which  are  preventing  the  most 
needy  people  from  participating  in  this 
program. 

The  Secretary  presently  approves  the 
administrative  regulations  of  each  State. 

In  Mississippi,  where  the  minimum 
monthly  stamp  purchase  requirement  is 
$2  per  person,  a  poor  family  of  six  must 
put  up  $12  monthly  if  it  wishes  to  par¬ 
ticipate.  For  a  sharecropper  with  a  total 
cash  income  of  perhaps  $20  a  month  or 
less,  this  requirement  might  just  as  well 
be  $1,200. 

If  a  family  has  debts,  as  so  many  have, 
it  is  often  unwilling  or  unable  to  com¬ 
mit  50  percent  or  more  of  its  income  to 
stamps  even  if  the  stamps  would  be  of 
great  benefit  to  it. 

My  amendment  also  goes  to  a  certain 
administrative  inflexibility  in  the  exist¬ 
ing  program.  In  the  program  as  it  now 
operates,  there  is  a  general  requirement 
that  participants  commit  themselves  to 
buy  a  certain  amount  of  stamps  each 
month  in  order  to  qualify.  This  pro¬ 
cedure  acts  as  a  deterrent  to  those  whose 
meager  incomes  are  irregular  and  fluc¬ 
tuating. 

Basically,  the  amendment  I  have  of¬ 
fered  will  do  two  things.  It  will  remove 
the  requirement  that  stamps  be  bought 
every  month,  and  it  will  require  the 
Secretary  to  lower  the  minimum  so  that 
the  poorest  people  will  not  be  deterred 
or  prevented  from  participating  in  this 
program  on  either  ground. 

Furthermore,  although  the  older  com¬ 
modity  distribution  program  is  deficient 
in  many  respects,  at  least  people  did  not 
starve  under  it.  But  as  localities  have 
switched  over  to  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  participation  inevitably  declines, 
for  the  reason  I  have  just  cited.  Our  col¬ 
league  the  gentlewoman  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan]  in  her  testimony  before 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  noted  that 
after  St.  Louis  changed  from  commodity 
distribution  to  food  stamps,  participation 
dropped  by  80  percent.  And  even  after 
an  intensive  education  program,  it  rose 
to  only  half  its  former  level 

In  New  York  respresentatives  of  wel¬ 
fare  recipients  and  poverty  groups  have 
objected  to  the  food  stamp  program, 
partly  for  the  reasons  I  cite.  One  consti¬ 
tuent  writes: 

The  surplus  food  plan  desperately  needs  to 
be  abolished  or  revised,  however  we  do  not 
see  the  stamp  plan  as  the  least  bit  satisfac¬ 
tory  as  a  substitute.  This  plan  makes  it  im¬ 
possible  for  a  family  to  adjust  its  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  consider  the 
plight  of  the  poor  family  when  it  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  stamp  program  which 
may  appear  to  be  a  blessing  but  which 
is  simply  beyond  the  reach  of  that 
family. 

All  my  amendment  asks  is  that  the 
Secretary  use  his  existing  powers,  the 
powers  which  he  has  under  the  1964  act, 
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to  make  the  program  available  to  such 
individuals  and  to  such  families. 

There  was  a  very  important  article 
which  I  should  like  to  bring  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  colleagues,  published  in  the 
New  York  Times  magazine  of  last  Sun¬ 
day,  June  4,  1967,  written  by  Robert 
Sherrill,  which  points  up  the  inherent 
difficulties  in  this  program  and  how  it 
does  not  reach  a  great  many  citizens  of 
this  country  who  simply  do  not  have 
the  budgetary  resources  to  allocate  $2  per 
person  in  each  family  to  the  purchase  of 
food  stamps. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  adopted.  It  will  make  clear  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  to  the  Secretary 
that  the  minimums  should  be  reduced 
to  bring  more  poor  people  under  the  food 
stamp  program  so  that  they  can  benefit 
from  this  investment  in  the  nutritional 
health  of  our  Nation. 

I  include  at  this  point  in  the  Record, 
Robert  Sherrill’s  article  from  the  New 
York  Times  magazine  of  June  4,  1967 : 

It  Isn’t  True  That  Nobodt  Starves  In 
America 

(By  Robert  Sherrill) 

(Note. — Robert  Sherrill  is  the  Washington 
correspondent  for  The  Nation  and  author  of 
"The  Accidental  President.”) 

Heywood  Broun,  watching  a  breadline  in 
1932,  is  said  to  have  remarked  with  cynical 
sympathy,  “Poor  people  wouldn’t  be  such  a 
bother  if  they  didn’t  starve  so  publicly.” 
Since  the  end  of  the  Depression,  and  especi¬ 
ally  in  recent  years  with  the  development  of 
more  sophisticated  welfare  programs,  poor 
people  have  been  much  more  discreet  about 
their  starving. 

Occasionally,  the  public  peace  of  mind  is 
elbowed  by  a  news  story  indicating  that 
something  may  not  be  quite  right — a 
Mississippi  family  is  reported  to  have  eaten 
a  cat;  somg  Kentucky  coal  miners  are  seen 
eating  only  potato  peelings  for  lunch;  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  pensioners  scramble  for 
discarded  lettuce  and  cabbage  leaves  behind 
one  of  the  largest  markets.  But  most  poor 
people  are  not  observed  in  their  ingenuities, 
and,  in  any  event,  the  Government  lists  only 
1,279  deaths  from  "malnutrition”  and  197 
deaths  from  "hunger,  thirst,  and  exposure” 
in  1965,  the  last  year  for  which  there  are 
statistics. 

This,  coupled  with  the  natural  optimism 
of  Americans,  has  pushed  into  public  faith 
an  almost  religious  tenet — a  second  miracle 
of  the  loaves  and  fishes — called  Nobody 
Starves  in  America,  with  the  alternate  title. 
No  Adult  Is  Completely  Broke  For  Long. 

As  with  most  economic  dogmas,  both  are 
false,  yet  the  foundation  heaves  a  bit  when 
either  is  challenged.  And  this  may  account 
for  the  present  unease  and  unhappiness 
among  some  high  Washington  officials  as  they 
observe  the  Senate  Anti-Poverty  Subcom¬ 
mittee  going  around  the  country  holding 
meetings  and  reviving  the  political  topic  of 
hunger  as  it  has  not  been  revived  since  the 
nineteen-thirties.  (When,  on  Senator  George 
Murphy’s  motion,  the  subcommittee  unani¬ 
mously  asked  President  Johnson  to  send 
emergency  food  to  Mississippi  to  stop  wide 
starvation,  even  the  Office  of  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity  jumped  in  to  belittle  the  subcom¬ 
mittee’s  findings.)  With  all  the  powerful  an¬ 
tagonisms  the  tour  is  arousing,  its  revival 
mood  would  probably  not  achieve  much,  ex¬ 
cept  that  one  of  the  evangelists  on  the  sub¬ 
committee  happens  to  be  Senator  Robert  F. 
Kennedy,  whose  disciples  fill  many  a  grotto 
and  thrive  on  opposition. 

The  problem  that  a  majority  of  this  sub¬ 
committee — Joseph  Clark  of  Pennsylvania, 
both  Kennedy  brothers,  Jacob  Javits  of  New 
York,  et  al. — is  attempting  to  attack  is  Il¬ 


lustrated  perfectly  in  the  two  charity  food 
programs  administered  by  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

The  older  program  deals  in  surplus  com¬ 
modities.  The  men  who  put  it  through  Con¬ 
gress  never  posed'  as  humanitarians — the 
basic  purpose  of  the  commodities  program  is 
to  support  and  stabilize  farm  prices,  not  sup¬ 
port  and  stabilize  needy  people.  It  distrib¬ 
utes  free  food  from  a  larder  stocked  with 
whatever  the  Government’s  price  support 
program  has  piled  up,  and  the  major  items 
include  flour,  cornmeal,  rice,  grits  and  dry 
beans. 

None  of  this  is  expected  to  supply  more 
than  three-fourths  of  minimum  diet  require¬ 
ments.  The  only  meat,  when  there  is  any, 
is  a  canned  variety  which  the  department 
states  in  its  literature  is  not  expected  to 
provide  a  family  with  more  than  one-seventh 
of  its  needs.  Each  member  of  the  family  gets 
about  $5.50  worth  of  food  a  month,  but  the 
food  never  includes  eggs,  citrus  fruits,  green 
or  yellow  vegetables,  potatoes,  sugars  or 
sweets. 

A  diet  of  nothing  but  “commodities”  is 
guaranteed  to  produce  physical  lethargy, 
mental  depression  and  frequent  onslaughts 
of  disease.  But,  after  all,  this  is  called  a 
supplemental  program,  and  the  optimistic 
Agriculture  Department  assumes  that  there 
is  other  food  in  the  house  to  be  supple¬ 
mented.  As  for  the  quality  of  the  commodi¬ 
ties,  that  is  debated.  I  attended  a  welfare 
rights  conference  at  which  the  delegate  from 
New  York  City  said  the  commodities  are  “not 
fit  for  pigs.”  This  came  as  something  of  a 
surprise  to  the  delegate  from  Mississippi, 
who  pointed  out  that  in  those  relatively  few 
parts  of  the  South  which  have  permitted 
this  Federal  program  to  operate,  thousands 
of  Negroes  live  on  nothing  else. 

The  other  Federal  anti-hunger  program 
run  by  the  Agriculture  Department  is  food 
stamps. 

Enaction  of  this  program  was  the  first 
thing  President  Kennedy  did  in  the  White 
House.  Today  41  states  participate  to  vary¬ 
ing  degrees;  all  major  cities  are  in  it  except 
New  York  and  Boston,  and  New  York  may 
join  if  pending  Congressional  legislation  in¬ 
creases  its  funds. 

Theoretically,  it  is  a  gorgeous  program, 
constructed  around  the  notion  that  every¬ 
body  spends  something  for  food  each  month, 
but  poor  people  just  don’t  spend  enough. 
Solution:  Allow  the  poor  people  to  pay  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  what  they  would 
ordinarily  spend  for  food,  and  in  return  give 
them  bonus  stamps  which  are  just  as  good 
as  money  for  buying  any  U.S.-produced  food 
in  the  stores.  A  scale  had  to  be  worked  out 
arbitrarily  to  decide  what  people  “ordinarily” 
spend,  but  the  department  had  no  trouble 
settling  on  a  scale  starting  at  $2  a  head,  with 
a  maximum  payment  of  $12  a  month  for  the 
largest  family  with  the  lowest  income.  In  ex¬ 
change  for  the  $12,  the  family  would  get  $70 
worth  of  tickets. 

The  assumption  is  that  any  adult  bread¬ 
winner  can  manage  to  raise  $2  for  each  mem¬ 
ber  of  his  family  once  a  month.  For  Con¬ 
gressman  Jamie  Whitten  of  Mississippi, 
chairman  of  the  House  Subcommittee  for 
Agriculture  Appropriations,  this  is  more  than 
an  assumption;  it  is  a  certainty.  Whitten  is  a 
powerful  man  in  agriculture.  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Orville  Freeman  sometimes  says, 
"I  have  two  bosses.  One  is  President  Johnson. 
The  other  is  Jamie  Whitten.”  So  when  Free¬ 
man  wants  to  clear  something  important,  he 
takes  it  to  Whitten. 

Recently  he  went  to  Whitten  for  a  private 
consultation  on  the  idea  of  lowering  the 
food  stamp  prices,  maybe  to  50  cents  for 
people  with  no  income.  After  all,  there  was 
a  lot  of  rumbling  in  Mississippi.  There  were 
rumors,  even,  that  some  Negroes  were  so 
desperate  they  were  contemplating  breaking 
into  Government  warehouses.  Well,  what  did 
Whitten  think  about  it?  “Nonsense,”  said 


Whitten.  “There’s  nobody  in  Mississippi  who 
can’t  raise  $2  a  month.  If  there  is,  Just  bring 
me  a  list  of  them  and  we’ll  take  care  of 
them.”  Freeman  left  the  proposal  at  that. 

If  he  ever  gets  around  to  making  up  the 
list — which  should  be  about  the  longest  non¬ 
census  list  in  history — Miss  Marian  Wright, 
Jackson  attorney  for  the  N.A.A.C.P.,  will  be 
glad  to  give  him  her  file  of  several  hundred 
sworn  paupers.  Gene  Roberts,  head  of  The 
New  York  Times  bureau  in  Atlanta,  can  prob¬ 
ably  add  plenty  of  names.  He  recently  wrote 
of  one  Locket  Mayze,  59,  who  said  “he  could 
not  remember  when  he  last  had  a  dollar  in 
his  pocket  or  when — with  the  exception  of  a 
hog’s  head  given  him  by  a  friend — his  wife 
and  eight  children  had  eaten  anything  other 
than  surplus  farm  commodities.”  A  couple 
of  weeks  ago  Jim  Hyatt  told,  in  The  Wall 
Street  Journal,  of  meeting  Richard  Bogen, 
62-year-old  Negro  farmhand,  in  an  Arkansas 
plantation  store,  where  he  sat  “with  cap  in 
hand  and  tears  filling  his  eyes”  because 
“Right  now  I’ve  got  just  2  pennies  in  my 
pocket.”  These  people  may  be  invisible  to 
politicians,  but  any  reporter  who  covers  the 
South  is  constantly  running  into  the  Mayzes 
and  the  Bogens. 

“Government  administrators  seem  not  to 
understand,”  Negro  leader  A.  Philip  Ran¬ 
dolph  told  the  National  Advisory  Commission 
on  Rural  Poverty,  “that  the  poorest  people 
simply  don’t  have  money.”  The  South  is  thick 
with  Negroes  who  live  in  a  primitive  world 
of  barter.  They  work  or  they  don’t  work,  but 
when  they  do  work  it  is  for  past  debts  or  to 
establish  future  credit.  No  money  changes 
hands.  They  wear  cast-off  clothes,  they  eat 
charity  food.  They  buy  nothing.  The  share¬ 
croppers  wound  up  the  season  last  October 
either  in  debt  to  their  landlords  or  coming 
out  of  the  cotton  year  with,  say,  $50 — which 
promptly  went  to  pay  debts  in  town.  Their 
pockets  have  been  empty  for  six  or  seven 
months,  at  least.  To  them,  $2  a  head — or  even 
50  cents  a  head — for  the  stamp  program 
might  as  well  be  $2,000  a  head.  They  simply 
can’t  raise  it.  If  they  could  raise  it,  it  would 
only  be  by  borrowing  from  their  landlords, 
who  charge  up  to  50  per  cent  interest. 

The  best  proof  of  the  nonexistence  of 
money  in  some  areas  lies  in  the  Agriculture 
Department’s  own  file  cabinets,  where  records 
show  that  in  eight  Mississippi  counties  that 
changed  over  from  commodities  to  food 
stamps  (the  department  won’t  permit  both 
programs  to  operate  in  the  same  county  be¬ 
cause,  with  its  usual  optimism,  it  assumes 
a  family  getting  cheap  food  doesn’t  need 
additional  free  food)  the  list  of  participants 
fell  off  by  21,000 — which  can  be  presumed 
to  be  the  number  who  did  not  have  the 
money  to  stay  in. 

Although  these  two  programs  at  present 
are  social  booby  traps,  with  relatively  minor 
adjustments  they  could  be  perfected  and 
with  even  fewer  changes  could  be  spread. 
Agriculture  officials  concede  that  in  the 
South  there  are  17.5  million  people  in  pov¬ 
erty  (nearly  half  the  nation’s  total)  but 
only  two  million  are  receiving  Federal  food. 

Of  the  283  poorest  counties  in  15  Southern 
and  border  states,  93  counties — the  home  of 
three  million  people  considered  poor  by 
O.E.O.  standards — have  no  form  of  food  dis¬ 
tribution  whatever.  In  the  other  190  coun¬ 
ties  live  7,100,367  poor  people,  but  only  1,029,- 
331  get  food  aid.  There  are  several  reasons 
the  other  six  million  may  have  been  exclud¬ 
ed:  maybe  they  can’t  afford  to  pay  for  the 
stamps:  maybe  the  commodities  distribution 
center  is  too  far  from  their  home;  maybe  lo¬ 
cal  welfare  workers  have  not  bothered  to 
tell  them  about  the  programs  or  welfare 
officials  have  refused  to  qualify  them  for  help. 
In  some  states  it  isn’t  easy  to  qualify.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  officials  acknowl¬ 
edge,  for  example,  that  if  a  four-person  family 
in  South  Carolina  earns  more  than  $1,400 
a  year  it  cannot  qualify  for  the  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  (the  only  aid  available),  although  the 
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O.E.O.  rates  nonfarm  families  of  four  as 
poor  if  they  don’t  earn  more  than  $2,250  a 
year. 

Hard  times  aren’t  limited  to  the  hack 
country.  Of  the  310,000  persons  living  in 
Mobile  County,  Alabama,  99,000  are  Judged 
poor  by  Federal  standards.  None  has  access 
to  either  commodities  or  food  stamps.  Of 
the  67,000  poor  in  Pulaski  County  (Little 
Rock) ,  Arkansas,  only  3,483  get  Federal  food. 
In  Harris  County,  Texas,  location  of  the 
South’s  largest  city,  Houston,  there  are  a 
quarter  of  a  million  poor  people  but  only 
20,000  get  food  aid,  and  only  the  commodi¬ 
ties. 

Unquestionably  it  is  easier,  however,  to 
exist  in  the  urban  clumps.  The  odd  job  is 
easier  to  come  by.  Proximity  helps — it  is 
more  convenient  to  send  the  children  to  a 
neighbor’s  table,  or  to  borrow  a  dollar  from 
a  relative  whose  welfare  check  hasn’t  been 
held  up.  It  is  easier  to  wangle  an  Aid  to 
Dependent  Children  check  in  urban  counties 
because  hunger  is  unsightly  and  the  cities 
are  more  sensitive  to  esthetics  these  days. 

The  family  living  in  the  shanty  on  the 
“back  40”  of  the  old  plantation  is  out  of 
sight,  out  of  the  county  officials’  minds,  and 
therefore  usually  out  of  luck.  In  this  re¬ 
spect,  the  forces  squeezing  the  blacks  out 
of  the  rural  South  and  into  the  Northern 
cities  may  be  nutritionally  beneficial.  The 
squeezing  forces  are  fourfold:  there’s  a  cot¬ 
ton  cutback  in  some  areas;  mechanization  of 
many  jobs  is  almost  total;  weed-killing 
chemicals  are  eliminating  the  need  for  a 
human  being  on  the  end  of  a  hoe;  and  the 
$l-an-hour  minimum  wage  that  went  into 
effect  this  year  is  re-hardening,  many  a 
planter’s  heart.  The  same  people  who  were 
considered  “good  ol’  darkies”  a  few  years  ago 
are  now  considered  deadwood,  hardly  worth 
keeping  alive. 

Nowhere  are  the  faults  and  the  promises 
of  the  Government’s  food  distribution  pro¬ 
gram  seen  better  than  in  Mississippi,  which 
has  one  of  the  most  complete  programs  in 
America.  Every  county  in  the  state  partici¬ 
pates  in  some  form  of  Federal  asistance, 
which  is  rare  not  merely  by  Southern  stand¬ 
ards  but  by  national  standards.  Nowhere 
else  in  the  Bible  Belt  are  poor  folks  given 
anything  like  a  comparable  amount  of  assist¬ 
ance. 

One-fourth  of  all  Mississippians  (about 
470,000)  are  eating  federally  paid-for  food, 
more  even  than  New  York’s  charity  food 
population  (440,000).  The  food  comes  via 
Washington,  but  at  least  Mississippi  lets  it  in. 
By  comparison,  South  Carolina  won’t  let 
the  commodities  program  into  the  state  at 
all  and  permits  the  stamp  program  to  op¬ 
erate  in  only  10  of  46  counties;  in  only  three 
of  the  20  poorest  counties  are  the  stamps 
sold,  and  on  such  a  tight  basis  that  only 
10,900  of  the  715,000  poor  in  these  counties 
are  assisted.  Virginia  has  food  programs  for 
only  1.9  per  cent  of  its  impoverished  people; 
Texas  covers  only  5.6  per  cent;  Louisiana, 
7.9  per  cent.  In  the  Deep  South  no  state  but 
Mississippi  allows  more  than  10.9  per  cent 
of  its  poor  people  to  participate  in  food  pro¬ 
grams — and  Mississippi  offers  them  to  42.3 
per  cent. 

Yet  Mississippi  is  a  laboratory  of  hunger 
and  of  Federal  fumbling.  On  the  Delta — that 
northwestern  bulge  of  the  state  that  arches 
along  the  river  from  Memphis  to  Vicksburg — 
one  can  stand  on  a  steaming  summer  day  and 
be  persuaded  that  God  created  the  world 
simply  to  give  Adam  a  cotton  allotment. 
There  is  big  money  here.  Delta  plantation 
owners  will  take  out  of  the  soil  more  than 
a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  this  year,  most 
of  it  in  tax-supported  crops.  In  the  same 
area,  because  of  newly  mechanized  farming 
techniques,  Government  officials  estimate 
there  wil  be  between  60,000  and  100,000  un- 
employed  hands  by  this  summer.  And,  since 
Mississippi  has  no  general  state  or  local  wel¬ 
fare  programs,  these  people  must  depend  on 
Federal  largesse. 


Choose  any  shanty;  only  the  number  of 
bodies  inside  will  vary.  Here  is  a  mother  and 
six  children,  residents  of  Washington  County, 
against  the  river.  Four  of  the  children  are 
asleep  on  the  floor.  They  sleep  most  of  the 
day  as  well  as  all  night.  Their  lips  and  legs 
are  covered  with  scabs  and  open  sores.  The 
youngest  has  a  distended  stomach  and  from 
it  the  umbilical  knot  sticks  out  like  a  valve 
from  an  innertube.  Some  days  they  eat  noth¬ 
ing.  Most  days  they  have  one  meal,  of  corn- 
meal.  Washington  County  quit  the  commod¬ 
ities  program  in  March  and  went  on  food 
stamps.  Leftover  commodities  are  all  this 
family  has.  Now,  it  is  after  2  P.M.  and  they 
have  eaten  nothing,  but  the  mother  says 
she  will  cook  “a  little  something”  later  on. 
She  points  to  a  bag  on  the  floor  by  the  stove; 
a  couple  of  inches  of  meal  are  left  of  what 
has  lasted  them  two  weeks.  When  she  runs 
out  of  cornmeal,  she  will  borrow  something 
from  a  neighbor.  Yes,  she  nods,  the  neighbors 
are  in  bad  shape,  too.  But  she  will  get  some¬ 
thing. 

This  must  be  an  extreme  case,  so  drive  on, 
northeast  into  the  Delta’s  proudest  county 
Sunflower,  home  of  Senator  James  O.  (“Our 
Jim”)  Eastland,  who  operates  a  5,800-acre 
plantation  near  Ruleville,  which  is  also  the 
home  of  Sunflower  County’s  next  best-known 
politician,  Mrs.  Fannie  Lou  Hamer,  a  leader 
of  the  Mississippi  Freedom  Democratic  party. 
Mrs.  Hamer  used  to  be  a  sharecropper,  but, 
like  many  thousands  of  others,  she  was 
chased  off  the  land.  Being  well  imbedded  in 
the  32-million  in  this  country  officially  desig¬ 
nated  as  impoverished,  Mrs.  Hamer  speaks 
empirically:  “The  main  problem  about  bein’ 
poor  is  that  it  only  leaves  you  the  choice 
between  not  eatin’  at  all  and  eatin’  so  bad 
you  wonder  if  that  is  a  improvement.” 

Although  reared  on  a  farm  and  now  mid¬ 
dle-aged,  she  has  eaten  turkey  only  twice 
in  her  life,  once  a  couple  of  years  ago  when 
comedian  Dick  Gregory  shipped  a  batch  of 
the  birds  to  Mississippi  Negroes  and  the 
other  time  when  she  bought  a  turkey  on  the 
installment  plan  and  paid  for  it  at  the  rate 
of  70  cents  a  week.  When  the  conversation 
turns  to  food,  Mrs.  Hamer  will  always  men¬ 
tion  those  two  turkeys,  because  otherwise  she 
has  nothing  to  talk  about  the  except  the  cus¬ 
tomary  meal  that  gets  on  her  table — meat 
that  is  thinly  attached  to  hog  neckbones  (she 
broke  off  a  front  tooth  discovering  just  how 
thinly  attached) .  She  is  a  big  woman,  built 
out  in  rings  of  starch — rice  and  grits  and 
more  grits  and  flour — held  together  by  bean 
proteins.  Perhaps  once  a  year  she  eats  fruit, 
but  only  if  a  friend  who  has  moved  to  the 
relatively  luxurious  welfare  rolls  of  the  North 
sends  it.  She  cannot  afford  it  herself. 

Even  the  little  towns  of  Mississippi,  places 
like  Indianola,  county  seat  of  Sunflower, 
have  their  slums  and  they  are  full  of  farm 
hands  who  no  longer  have  a  farm  to  work 
on  and  have  come  into  town  to  do  their 
starving.  I  met  a  boy  in  Indianola  who  had 
had  nothing  to  eat  that  day  but  a  plate  of 
butterbeans;  they  day  before  it  had  been 
bread  and  butterbeans;  the  day  before  that, 
again  just  butterbeans.  Sometimes,  he  said,  it 
was  bread  alone.  One-course  diets  are  com¬ 
monplace.  Kenneth  Dean,  executive  director 
of  the  Mississippi  Council  on  Human  Rela¬ 
tions  who  has  moved  among  these  people  for 
many  months,  describes  a  typical  hardship 
case: 

“Breakfast  will  be  grits,  molasses  and  bis¬ 
cuit.  For  lunch,  the  adults  will  eat  nothing, 
and  the  children  who  are  at  home  will  be 
given  a  piece  of  bread  and  a  drink  of  Kool- 
Aid  or  water.  The  evening  meal  usually  con¬ 
sists  of  boiled  beans  and  cornbread.”  In  the 
worst  cases,  which  are  not  uncommon,  “there 
is  usually  no  table  on  which  to  eat,  and  what 
little  food  there  is  is  eaten  by  hand  out  of  a 
bowl  or  from  a  newspaper  on  the  floor.” 

With  hunger  so  abundant  and  easy  to 
find,  it  might  be  anticipated  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  would  react  to  it  in 
a  dramatic  fashion.  But  this  has  not  been 
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the  case.  Seventeen  months  ago,  Congress¬ 
man  Joseph  Resnick,  Democrat  of  New  York, 
made  a  tour  of  Mississippi  and  came  back 
to  Washington  writing  letters  to  all  the  ap¬ 
propriate  Administration  leaders  about  the 
“desperation  point  of  ...  .  starving  Negroes.” 
Nothing  happened. 

A  month  later  35  Negroes  invaded  the 
abandoned  Greenville,  Miss.,  Air  Force  Base, 
and  before  a  phalanx  of  troops  was  flown  in 
to  evict  them  they  distributed  leaflets  ex¬ 
plaining:  “We  are  here  because  we  are  hun¬ 
gry  and  oold  and  we  have  no  jobs  or  land.” 
It  made  the  front  pages  as  a  protest  story, 
but  their  appeal  for  food  somehow  went 
astray.  Last  summer  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  own  Civil  Rights  Advisory  Coun¬ 
cil  held  hearings  in  Jackson,  Miss.,  and  made 
confidential  recommendations  to  Secretary 
Freeman  that  he  act  upon  their  “deep  sense 
of  urgency”  that  something  must  be  done 
swiftly  “before  suffering,  hopelessness  and 
frustration  make  an  evolutionary  approach 
extremely  difficult  and  infinitely  more  ex¬ 
pensive,  if  not — for  an  interim — impossible.” 
About  the  same  time,  across  the  Mississippi 
River,  Arkansas  State  Welfare  Director  A.  J. 
Moss  was  writing  letters  to  Freeman,  warn¬ 
ing  that  thousands  of  families  would  soon  be 
unemployed  on  the  Arkansas  Delta  and  that 
the  food  situation  was  critical.  Neither  warn¬ 
ing  disquieted  the  adamant  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  calm. 

Then,  in  April,  the  Clark-Kennedy  troupe 
hit  Mississippi,  accompanied  by  TV  camera¬ 
men,  journalistic  jongleurs  and  the  usual 
ballyhoo  machinery.  It  made  a  difference.  At 
this  point  Freeman  began  to  move  cautiously. 
He  dispatched  two  of  his  aides — Howard 
Davis  and  William  Seaborn — to  Mississippi 
for  a  confidential  report.  Davis  and  Seaborn 
found,  of  course,  what  everyone  else  had 
been  reporting  for  more  than  a  year:  many 
Mississippians  are  limp  with  malnutrition, 
many  cannot  afford  to  buy  the  food  stamps, 
and  some  landlords  are  profiteering  off  the 
programs.  Among  the  cases  of  suffering  they 
cited  a  man  in  Winstonville,  father  of  six, 
who  got  into  the  food  stamp  program  only 
because  “a  New  York  A.B.C.  newsman  on  as¬ 
signment  in  Mississippi  gave  him  $12  twice 
to  buy  food  stamps.  He  does  not  know  what 
he  will  do  when  his  present  commodities  and 
stamp  supplies  are  gone.” 

Another  case:  Mrs.  Effie  Mae  Jackson  of 
Billy  May  Plantation,  mother  of  five,  “has  a 
problem  of  having  the  date  to  buy  stamps 
come  prior  to  receipt  of  her  check  from  wel¬ 
fare.  To  meet  this  she  borrows  from  her 
landlord  the  $22  each  month,  and  when  her 
check  comes  he  charges  her  50  cents  on  the 
dollar,  which  means  she  has  to  pay  $33  for 
the  stamps  each  month.”  This,  plus  her  $10- 
a-month  rent,  means  that  she  must  pay  $43 
for  food  and  rent  out  of  the  $55  she  gets  from 
welfare. 

For  some  reason,  the  story  Davis  and  Sea¬ 
born  brought  back  penetrated  where  others 
had  failed.  Freeman  wrote  Senator  Clark  that 
he  was  "deeply  concerned  about  their  find¬ 
ings”  and  that  he  might  change  the  rules  to 
make  persons  with  no  income  pay  only  a 
fourth  as  much  as  at  present.  He  said  this  be¬ 
fore  talking  with  Congressman  Whitten. 
After  the  latest  Whitten  conversation,  Free¬ 
man  told  Jack  Conway,  head  of  the  Indus¬ 
trial  Union  Department  of  the  A.F.L.-C.I.O. 
and  unofficial  boss  of  Walter  Reuther’s 
Citizens  Crusade  Against  Poverty,  that  he 
isn’t  going  to  try  to  cut  the  stamps’  cost 
“until  the  department  budget  gets  out  of 
Whitten’s  committee.” 

And  that  is  where  reform  of  the  program 
stands  today.  It  hasn’t  started. 

Civil  rights  leaders  damn  Freeman  for  not 
'opening  his  ears  until  two  winters  had 
passed  since  he  was  first  alerted  to  the  pre¬ 
dicament  of  the  foodless  Southern  Negro. 
But  Freeman  is  not  his  own  man  in  this 
dispute.  In  many  respects  he  is  the  prisoner 
of  the  Southerners  who  command  the  agri¬ 
culture  committees  and  the  agriculture  ap- 
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propriatlons  subcommittees  in  both  houses 
of  Congress.  As  human-support  programs, 
neither  the  free  commodities  nor  the  food 
stamps  are  popular  with  these  groups.  A 
bill  is  now  being  pushed  by  some  House 
Southerners  that  would  kill  the  food  stamp 
program  by  making  it  prohibitively  costly 
for  many  states,  particularly  those  states 
in  Dixie  with  the  highest  concentrations  of 
Negroes.  Many  farm-oriented  legislators  have 
a  hoary  suspicion  that  any  give-away  pro¬ 
gram  promotes  shiftlessness  among  the 
menials. 

Nowhere  is  this  attitude  better  seen  than 
in  Alabama,  where  the  distribution  of  Fed¬ 
eral  food  is  made  inversely  to  need,  and  also 
inversely  to  the  concentration  of  Negroes. 
The  30  richest  counties,  in  the  top  half  of 
the  state,  participate  in  the  free-food  pro¬ 
gram;  the  37  poorest  counties  in  the  bot¬ 
tom  do  not.  Although  not  notorious  for  pam¬ 
pering  Negroes,  the  Alabama  administration 
nevertheless  encourages  the  acceptance  of 
Federal  surplus  foods  by  the  counties  be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  sure-fire  way  of  “beating”  Wash¬ 
ington.  For  a  very  small  expense — about 
one  or  two  cents  a  day  per  recipient — the 
counties  receive  a  cornucopia  of  food.  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  for  example,  would  pay 
about  $15,000  a  year  as  the  cost  of  distrib¬ 
uting  almost  $1,000,000  in  commodities  to  its 
people. 

But  Montgomery  County  won’t  enter  the 
program.  Neither  will  other  counties  where 
most  of  the  state’s  Negroes  live.  Tallapoosa 
County,  home  of  the  State  Welfare  Com¬ 
missioner,  refuses  to  pay  the  $10,000  required 
to  distribute  $700,000  worth  of  surplus  foods. 
The  Negro  leaders  of  Hale  County  have  been 
trying  for  two  years  to  get  county  officials 
to  bring  in  a  food  program.  Pfirst  the  officials 
said  it  was  too  expensive,  but  when  Wash¬ 
ington  offered  to  bear  the  total  cost,  they  still 
refused.  Agriculture  officials  refuse  to  fight 
this  kind  of  local  obstinacy.  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  promised  a  commodities  program  for 
Hale  last  August,  but  he  hasn’t  delivered 
it  yet.' 

Could  the  Federal  Government  just  send 
the  food  in  anyway,  without  local  approval, 
and  have  Federal  workers  distribute  it  or  let 
the  poor  people  distribute  it  themselves? 
Yes;  for  30  years  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  had  power  to  distribute  food  where 
emergencies  exist.  And,  when  pressed  hard 
enough,  he  will,  When  Negroes  in  Dallas 
County,  already  warmed  up  by  the  Selma  civil 
rights  activities  in  1965,  began  demonstrat¬ 
ing  loudly  because  they  wanted  food.  Fed¬ 
eral  officials  told  Dallas  County  leaders  the 
food  was  coming  in,  and  if  they  wouldn’t 
distribute  it,  civil  rights  leaders  would.  Dallas 
County  surrendered  and  took  the  goods,  but 
the  scope  of  the  victory  is  disputed.  Some  say 
it  only  hardened  the  will  of  surrounding 
counties  to  resist. 

This  kind  of  tugging  and  heaving  reveals 
the  great  weakness  of  the  food  programs: 
commercial  interests  of  the  South  use  them 
for  reprisal  and  coercion.  They  are  the  polit¬ 
ical  and  social  weapons  of  a  region.  Free  Fed¬ 
eral  food  was  valued  by  the  Delta  planters 
for  many  years  because,  by  allowing  their 
hired  hands  to  live  off  it  through  the  winter, 
it  became  a  kind  of  subsidy  for  the  farmers. 
(Free  commodities  were  never  given  to 
Delta  Negroes  after  spring  plowing  time,  be¬ 
cause  a  little  hunger  was  expected  to  make 
them  eager  to  earn  $3  a  day  in  the  fields.) 

But  now  that  farming  has  become  almost 
totally  mechanized,  field  hands  are,  as  one 
planter  put  it,  “as  useless  as  a  mule.”  They 
and  their  shotgun  shanties  only  clutter  the 
landscape,  chafing  the  consciences  and  the 
pocketbooks  of  the  region.  Get  rid  of  them. 
And  what  better  way  than  to  shift  to  a  food 
program  they  cannot  afford?  Half  of  the 
Delta  counties  have  already  dropped  the 
commodities  and  put  in  food  stamps.  “What 
does  that  mean?”  asked  Amzie  Moore,  a  Negro 
leader  from  Cleveland,  Miss.  “That  means 


starve  or  go  to  Chicago.  Well,  we’re  not  going 
to  Chicago.  We  don’t  want  the  stamps  unless 
it’s  a  free  stamp  program.” 

The  angry  Negroes  have  some  support. 
That  faint  thunder  in  the  distance  may  de¬ 
velop  into  a  real  challenge.  The  U.S.  Com¬ 
mission  on  Civil  Rights  has  circulated  a  memo 
implying  that  Freeman  has  ignored  his  ob¬ 
vious  powers  to  bring  relief.  The  commission 
luges  free  food  stamps  for  the  penniless  and 
both  programs  operating  simultaneously  in 
the  poorest  counties.  The  leaders  of  Reu- 
ther’s  Citizens  Crusade  want  to  strip  Free¬ 
man  of  his  role  in  distributing  food  and  turn 
the  whole  job  over  to  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare — which  was 
in  fact  Senator  John  Kennedy’s  proposal  in 
1959.  The  Crusade  is  putting  out  some  pretty 
snappish  statements  about  the  preeminence 
of  nutrition  over  profits.  And  now  Senator 
Javits  has  asked  the  Senate  Executive  Re¬ 
organization  Subcommittee  to  consider  the 
"strip  Freeman”  proposal. 

If  impoverished  Southerners  are  judged 
strictly  as  an  economic  factor,  more  food  to 
keep  them  alive  can  be  viewed  skeptically  as 
merely  a  temporary  solution  to  the  problem 
of  making  them  profitable.  But  for  them 
temporariness  has  always  been  a  relative 
matter,  and  they  would  probably  just  as  soon 
be  fed  even  on  that  basis — for,  as  one  high 
Citizens  Crusade  official  pointed  out:  “We’ve 
been  keeping  them  alive  on  a  temporary  basis 
for  300  years.”  Something  more  permanent, 
he  felt,  is  not  wholly  impossible  and  is  “lim¬ 
ited  only  by  the  amount  of  money  that 
American  capitalism,  with  its  Dixiecrat- 
dominated  agriculture  committees  in  Con¬ 
gress,  is  willing  to  spend  to  create  a  20th- 
century  civilization  in  the  South.”  The 
vagueness  of  the  statement  is  important; 
here  is  a  man  who  for  a  lifetime  has  been 
professionally  concerned  with  labor  and 
housing  conditions  of  the  Southern  poor,  and 
yet  he  has  no  specific  plans  to  improve 
them,  and  the  specific  planners  have  not 
come  much  farther. 

Many  say  that  the  salvation  of  the  hungry 
Negro  lies  in  modification  of  the  agricultural 
South  with  Industry.  It  is  an  old  dream. 
Since  the  days  of  Gov.  Hugh  White’s  “Bal¬ 
ance  Agriculture  With  Industry”  program  a 
generation  ago,  Mississippi  has  been  trying 
to  bring  in  the  smokestacks,  and  the  same 
has  been  true  for  the  South  as  a  whole  since 
the  days  of  Henry  Grady.  Yet  the  skies  over 
the  South’s  vast  boondocks  are  just  about 
as  blue  and  unsmudged  as  ever.  Others,  in¬ 
cluding  such  practical  groups  as  the  South¬ 
ern  Regional  Council,  are  pushing  for  farm 
cooperatives  to  give  the  landed  Negro  inde¬ 
pendence  from  a  repressive  social  structure. 
But  this,  too,  though  spottily  successful,  is 
something  that  has  been  tried  off  and  on 
for  years  without  more  than  denting  the 
general  poverty  of  the  black  farmer. 

These  efforts  and  failures  are  quite  beside 
the  point  to  the  Negro  who  faces  another 
one-meal,  beans-only  day.  Very  much  to  the 
point  is  the  knowledge  that  his  life  can  be 
changed,  and  immediately,  by  the  simplest 
of  Agriculture  Department  fiats. 

If  change  does  come,  it  will  probably  take 
some  powerful  motivating  emotion  to  achieve 
it.  But  there  is  hope  for  that,  too.  When 
Robert  Kennedy  returned  from  his  safari 
into  Mississippi’s  shanty  jungles,  he  told  of 
seeing  people  who  eat  one  meal  every  two 
days,  but  he  described  the  results  only  as 
“extreme  hunger.”  For  politicians,  “starva¬ 
tion”  is  a  smut  word.  They  don’t  like  to  come 
right  out  and  say  it  exists  in  this  country — 
so  it  becomes  “hunger”  or  “malnutrition” — 
and  even  less  do  they  like  to  see  that  which 
the  taboo  word  describes;  it  embarasses  them. 
Testifying  before  a  Senate  group  about  swol¬ 
len  bellies  and  running  sores  and  all  the  cot- 
tonpatch  grotesqueries  he  had  seen,  Kennedy 
several  times  became  so  embarrassed  he 
laughed.  The  last  best  hope  of  “extremely 


hungry”  folks  is  that  that  discomfort  will 
spread. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  against  the  amendment 
that  it  is  not  germane  to  the  purposes 
or  objectives  of  this  bill,  that  it  does  not 
amend  any  of  the  sections  covered  by  this 
bill  or  the  subject  matter  touched  on  by 
this  bill. 

This  bill  relates  only  to  sections  15  and 
16.  The  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  relates  to  section 
5  of  the  Pood  Stamp  Act. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  wish  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  RYAN.  Briefly,  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  point. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  before  us,  H.R. 
1318,  as  spelled  out  in  its  title,  is  to 
amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964.  My 
amendment  would  do  just  that.  It  would 
be  an  amendment  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964,  just  as  have  been  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  and  debated  during  the 
course  of  the  afternoon. 

I  submit  that  the  amendment  is  in 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Landrum)  .  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

The  bill,  which  has  been  amended, 
amends  two  sections  of  existing  law. 

The  proposed  amendment  to  add  an¬ 
other  section  to  the  pending  bill  would 
amend  a  third  section  of  existing  law. 

The  Chair  rules,  therefore,  that  the 
amendment  is  germane. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Ryan], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  food  stamp  program  as  it  was 
enacted  into  law  in  1964.  Some  Members 
of  the  House  have  had  no  firsthand  ex¬ 
perience  with  this  program  so  I  think  it 
might  be  well  to  explain  just  how  it 
works. 

First  of  all,  the  county  or  city  or  the 
local  unit  of  government  must  want  the 
program.  They  must  ask  for  it.  This  re¬ 
quest  is  made  to  the  State  agency  which 
is  charged  with  the  operation  of  State- 
administered,  or  aided  relief  programs. 

Thus,  not  only  must  the  local  unit  ap¬ 
prove,  but  so  also  must  the  individual 
State  government.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  deal  directly  with  the 
local  unit.  The  program  is  designed  in 
this  manner  so  as  to  maximize  State  con¬ 
trol  and  regulation,  and  to  minimize 
overlapping  of  administrative  responsi¬ 
bility.  The  crux  of  the  Federal  direction 
is  the  requirement  that  the  State  must 
use  the  same  criteria  for  food  stamp  elig¬ 
ibility  as  is  used  for  its  own  welfare  pro¬ 
grams.  This  assures  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  of  uniformity  of  regulation  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  State’s  existing  programs. 
Further,  it  assures  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  employment  of  the  regular 
State  administrative  machinery  in  the 
determination  of  eligibility  for  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  State  is  also  responsible  for 
the  safekeeping  and  transmittal  of  the 
food  stamps  to  the  individual  participant. 

Each  year,  following  the  congressional 
appropriation,  Federal  food  stamp  offi¬ 
cials  enter  into  extensive  discussions  with 
the  States.  Each  State  then  determines 
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the  priority  of  counties  within  the  State 
and  submits  formal  requests  for  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  program.  New  areas  are 
then  designated  to  insure  equitable  na¬ 
tional  distribution. 

Once  a  new  area  is  designated,  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  instruction  and  information  is 
begun  to  fully  acquaint  the  locality  with 
the  program. 

The  next  step  is  certification  of  eligible 
families  and  the  issuance  of  identifica¬ 
tion  cards.  This  is  done  by  regular,  local 
welfare  personnel.  Families  are  certified 
for  a  specific  amount  of  bonus  coupons, 
dependent  on  need,  income  and  assets. 
Each  family  is  required  to  contribute 
toward  the  purchase  of  coupons  that 
amount  of  money  which  it  would  nor¬ 
mally  spend  on  groceries.  Both  the 
amount  the  families  pay  and  the  value 
of  the  bonus  coupons  are  limited,  and  this 
will  vary  from  State  to  State,  dependent 
on  local  conditions. 

The  family  must  then  budget  its  in¬ 
come  in  order  to  have  on  hand  the  nec¬ 
essary  money  when  the  authorization  to 
purchase  is  received.  This  authorization 
to  purchase  is  set  up  on  a  monthly,  bi¬ 
weekly,  or  weekly  basis.  Food  coupons 
can  be  purchased  when  the  participant 
shows  his  identification  card  and  sur¬ 
renders  his  authorization  to  purchase 
and  pays  his  share  of  the  cost.  The 
amount  of  the  authorization  and  the 
family’s  share  will  change  as  the  family’s 
circumstances  change. 

The  local  agency  decides  where  the 
coupons  will  be  sold  but  it  is  unusually 
banks  or  government  offices.  Once  the  in¬ 
dividual  has  the  coupons  in  hand,  he  may 
spend  them  as  he  would  money  in  any 
approved  retail  food  store.  Retal  out¬ 
lets — grocery  stores— may  win  approval 
simply  by  demonstrating  they  are  a  bona 
fide  retail  food  outlet  and  have  a  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  rules  and  willingness  to  com¬ 
ply  with  them.  The  rules  are  simple  and 
pertain  principally  to  proper  identifica¬ 
tion  of  the  purchaser  and  the  eligibility 
of  the  merchandise.  Imported  foods,  to¬ 
bacco,  alcoholic  beverages,  and  nonfood 
items  are  prohibited.  The  store  owner 
handles  the  coupons  just  as  he  would 
money,  depositing  them  in  his  bank.  The 
bank  is  reimbursed  for  deposited  coupons 
by  the  Treasury  Department  through  the 
normal  banking  channels. 

Cooperation  among  store  owners  and 
banks  has  been  excellent.  The  stores  vary 
from  the  simplest  corner  store  to  the 
largest  of  the  chain- operated  outlets. 
The  stores  are  checked  out  from  time  to 
time  by  a  limited  staff  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  who  divide  their  time  between 
the  food  stamp  program-and  other  activ¬ 
ities  of  the  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service. 

Briefly,  that  is  how  the  program  works. 
Now,  I  would  like  to  just  recap  the  high¬ 
lights  of  the  program: 

First.  It  is  a  voluntary  program. 

Second.  It  is  administered  by  the  States 
through  existing  channels. 

Third.  The  food  is  getting  to  those  who 
need  it  and  in  proportion  to  their  needs. 

Fourth.  It  is  a  model  of  administrative 
and  is  working  very  smoothly. 

fifth  Abuse  of  the  program  is  mini¬ 
mal — almost  nonexistent. 

Sixth.  The  cost-benefit  ratio  is  very 


Seventh.  It  has  expanded  farm 
markets. 

Eighth.  It  stimulates  the  overall  econ¬ 
omy  in  every  area  where  it  operates. 

The  present  food  stamp  program  re¬ 
sults  from  one  of  the  outstanding  legis¬ 
lative  accomplishments  of  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress.  It  should  be  continued  as  it  is  now 
operating. 

Mrs.  MINK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
express  my  unqualified  support  for  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  food  stamp  program  as 
presently  operative. 

The  program,  in  making  food  avail¬ 
able  at  discount  price  to  low-income 
families,  has  received  an  enthusiastic 
reception  in  Hawaii,  with  approximately 
6,000  participants  who  will  purchase  an 
estimated  $405,192  worth  of  coupons  in 
fiscal  1968. 

The  food  stamp  program,  which  bene¬ 
fits  some  2  million  people  throughout  the 
country  at  present,  is  operative  in  229 
congressional  districts,  and  many  others 
have  applied  for  inclusion.  This  simple 
expedient  of  enabling  needy  people  to 
obtain  about  $26  worth  of  food  for  $20  in 
coupon  purchases,  has  drawn  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  public,  retail  merchants,  and 
State  and  local  governments,  as  an  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  allow  poor  people  to  meet 
their  family’s  basic  nutritional  needs 
without  any  sacrifice  of  dignity. 

The  program  was  inaugurated  in 
Oahu,  Hawaii,  on  April  12,  1966.  Only 
300  families  in  the  State  had  signed  up 
for  the  program  in  its  early  stages:  now 
1,911  families  or  7,412  individuals  bene¬ 
fit  from  this  assistance;  more  will  be 
added,  hopefully  in  the  near  future.  By 
Presidential  designation,  Maui  and 
Kauai  Counties  were  added  on  Septem¬ 
ber  10,  1966,  as  among  402  new  food 
stamp  districts.  The  State  administra¬ 
tion  of  Gov.  John  A.  Bums  has  moved 
expeditiously  to  implement  the  program 
and  arrange  for  the  necessary  admin¬ 
istrative  costs;  it  recognizes  fully  how 
this  remarkably  simple  food  utilization 
program  adds  to  the  variety  of  social 
services  extended  to  our  citizens  in 
greatest  need.  The  county  of  Hawaii  was 
designated  to  receive  such  aid  on  Janu¬ 
ary  23,  1967,  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Orville  L.  Freeman;  the  inauguration  of 
the  Hawaii  County  program  as  of  April  3 
of  this  year  means  that  food  stamps  are 
available  in  every  area  of  my  State. 

According  to  April  figures  released  by 
Christina  Lam,  food  stamp  coordinator 
for  the  State  department  of  social  serv¬ 
ices,  these  1,911  families  received  $149,- 
200  worth  of  groceries  for  $106,758  of 
their  own  money.  The  need  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  emphasized  in  an  article  by 
Barbara  Milz,  “Food  Stamp  Program 
Turns  Out  Quite  a  Tasty  Dish,”  which 
appeared  in  the  Honolulu  Advertiser  of 
May  11,  and  which  I  am  adding  at  the 
end  of  this  statement  as  a  record  of  the 
need  for  continuing  food  stamps. 

I  have  heard  no  serious  criticism 
leveled  at  this  Federal-State  cooperative 
program,  have  heard  of  no  charges  of 
misuse  or  fraud  in  connection  with  it. 
Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  filled 
with  dismay  at  the  inclusion  in  H.R.  1318 
of  an  amendment  that  will  require  the 
participating  local  political  subdivisions 
to  pay  20  percent  of  the  bonus  costs 
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effective  July  1,  1969.  I  am  at  a  loss  as 
to  the  logic  of  such  a  provision  which  I 
fear  will  effectively  kill  the  program  in 
many,  if  not  all,  areas.  In  calling  for  the 
States  to  meet  a  modest  share  of  the 
cost  of  this  program,  the  committee  re¬ 
port  expresses  the  view  that  “State  and 
local  cost  sharing  will  bring  greater 
local  responsibility  and  control  into  the 
operation  of  this  program”  without  doc¬ 
umenting  a  single  instance  of  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  such  local  responsibility.  In¬ 
deed,  since  the  program  is  a  voluntary 
one,  requiring  administrative  arrange¬ 
ments  and 'the  bearing  of  costs  for  same 
on  the  part  of  the  States,  we  have  prima 
facie  evidence  of  local  sharing  of  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  wherever  the  program  is  in 
operation.  Administrative  costs  borne  by 
the  States  include  those  for  such  activi¬ 
ties  as  data  processing,  checkwriting, 
making  payments  to  the  banks  for  is¬ 
suing  coupons,  and  paying  the  salaries 
of  local  administrative  personnel. 

It  is  probably  true  that  many  of  the 
congressional  districts  not  now  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  food  stamp  program 
have  been  held  back  by  the  necessity  for 
meeting  these  administrative  expenses, 
and  I  fear  that  the  pending  amendment 
requiring  assumption  of  20  percent  of  the 
bonus  costs  of  the  stamps  will  not  only 
effectively  keep  all  nonparticipating  dis¬ 
tricts  from  ever  applying,  but  will  elimi¬ 
nate  Hawaii  and  many  other  States  from 
future  participation. 

Using  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
projections  made  available  to  us  by  our 
very  able  colleague,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri,  who  is  leading  the  fight 
against  adoption  of  this  amendment,  I 
note  that  Hawaii’s  participation  by  fis¬ 
cal  1970  will  approximate  $500,000  worth 
of  bonus  coupons.  This  means  that 
passage  of  the  20-percent  amendment 
will  require  my  State  to  appropriate 
$100,000  per  year  in  addition  to  the  costs 
it  is  already  bearing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  has  always  been  a  federally  initi¬ 
ated  project  and  should  remain  so  if  its 
benefits  are  to  continue.  As  far  back  as 
the  86th  Congress,  legislation  was  passed 
to  allow  for  distribution  of  food  to  needy 
citizens  under  a  stamp  plan,  but  it  re¬ 
mained  for  President  Kennedy  to  exer¬ 
cise  the  Executive  authority  to  actually 
put  such  a  plan  into  operation  in  1961. 
This  pilot  program  of  assistance  to  eight 
depressed  communities  was  expanded  to 
a  nationwide  operation  with  the  passage 
of  H.R.  10222  in  1964  and  the  subsequent 
signing  of  Public  Law  88-525  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  on  August  31  of  that  year. 

The  President  requested  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $195  million  for  this  program  in 
fiscal  1968,  and  I  applaud  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee’s  recognition  of  the  value 
of  the  plan  by  authorizing  the  full 
amount  requested.  One  Member  after 
another  has  stood  up  in  this  debate  to 
extol  the  food  stamp  program  for  its 
effectiveness  in  his  district,  and  the  only 
arguments  I  have  heard  expressed 
against  it  are  to  the  effect  that  we  are 
already  doing  too  much  for  the  poor  in 
America.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that 
in  a  land  as  prosperous  as  ours  when 
there  are  still  vast  numbers  of  citizens, 
young  and  old,  not  capable  of  adequately 
feeding  themselves,  then  we  are  not 
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doing  nearly  as  much  as  conscience  and 
humanity  demand.  To  deprive  some  2 
million  people  of  this  one  additional 
means  of  securing  the  very  basics  of  life 
can  only  be  regarded  as  a  reversal  of  the 
great  strides  we  have  made  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  provide  a  richer,  fuller  life  for  all 
Americans.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  food  stamp  program  without 
the  20  percent  amendment  so  that  we 
may  not  witness  the  slow  demise  of  this 
meaningful  and  vital  Federal  assistance 
to  the  less  fortunate  among  us. 

[From  the  Honolulu  (Hawaii)  Advertiser, 
May  11,  1967]  i 

Food  Stamp  Program  Turns  Out  Quite  a 
Tasty  Dish 
(By  Barbara  Milz) 

Food  stamps  issued  under  a  joint  Federal- 
State  program  added  more  than  $42,263  worth 
of  food  to  the  tables  of  low-income  Hawaii 
families  last  month. 

“I  just  wish  we  could  tell  everybody  about 
this,”  said  Christina  Lam,  food  stamp  co¬ 
ordinator  for  the  State  Department  of  Social 
Services. 

“All  our  lower  income  families  should  be 
able  to  eat  better,  and  through  this  program, 
we  can  help  them  do  so.” 

When  the  food  stamp  started  in  Hawaii  a 
year  ago,  only  300  families  signed  up.  The 
rolls  now  list  1,911  families — 7,412  individ¬ 
uals. 

"This  isn’t  simply  a  welfare  program,”  Miss 
Lam  said.  “It’s  a  program  that  helps  these 
people  help  themselves.” 

Miss  Lam  explained  that  while  many  of  the 
food  stamp  plan  members  are  on  welfare, 
some  are  not.  “We  even  have  student  families, 
families  where  the  couple  is  attending  the 
University  and  getting  by  on  very  little  in¬ 
come,”  she  said. 

"We  couldn’t  aid  them  in  any  other  way, 
but  with  this  food  stamp  program,  we’re 
seeing  well  fed,  healthy  babies. 

“Tomato  puree  is  much  cheaper  than 
canned  tomatoes.  Mainland  eggs  are  just  as 
good  as  Island  eggs,  and  they’re  much 
cheaper.  And  we’re  teaching  our  participants 
things  like  this.” 

“This  is  an  educational  program,  too.  We 
have  an  obligation  to  teach  the  people  to 
make  better  use  of  food,  to  serve  better  meals 
with  what  they  have.” 

Miss  Lam  named  with  obvious  pride  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  advisory  committee  of  nutri¬ 
tionists  who  work  out  low-cost  menus  and 
recipes  for  the  food  program  participants. 

Participating  members  in  the  program  re¬ 
ceive  a  new  recipe  or  a  shopping  hint  each 
month.  "They  complain  if  they  don’t,”  Miss 
Lam  said. 

“And  this  is  the  first  time  many  of  our 
people  using  the  program  have  been  in 
banks. 

“The  people  who  qualify  for  the  program 
come  in  here  to  the  Social  Services  Depart¬ 
ment  and  are  certified  for  the  program. 

“They  receive  an  authorization  to  pur¬ 
chase  food  coupons  and  an  identity  card. 

“Then,  the  person  goes  to  the  bank  once  a 
month  with  his  authorization,  and  buys  the 
food  coupons  there.  Only,  he  gets  more 
coupons  than  he  pays  for.” 

Miss  Lam  pulled  out  a  chart  to  explain. 
“Say  for  instance  you  are  living  alone  and 
your  net  income  is  $100  a  month.  You  would 
be  paying  about  $20  for  food  items  alone. 
If  you  spend  that  $20  for  food  coupons,  you’d 
get  $26  worth  of  coupons.” 

Miss  Lam  pointed  to  another  line  in  the 
chart.  “Look  at  this  one.  If  a  five-member 
family  has  a  net  income  of  $275  a  month, 
they  can  spend  $84  for  food  stamps.  For  this 
amount  they  will  receive  food  stamps  worth 
$112.  That’s  an  increase  of  $28  they  can  spend 
for  food.” 

“Mamas  like  this  plan.  Papa  can’t  use  the 
food  stamps  for  beer.” 


Miss  Lam  switched  back  to  banks  and  the 
food  stamp  plan. 

“The  First  National  Bank,  all  but  in  some 
places  on  the  Big  Island,  is  where  our  people 
go  to  buy  their  food  stamps.  The  banks  have 
been  cooperating  beautifully. 

“For  many  of  our  people  this  is  the  first 
time  they’ve  ever  been  in  a  bank.  It’s  one  of 
those  things  we’re  doing  that’s  educational. 

"The  banks  get  a  tiny  service  fee  for  han¬ 
dling  this,  but  we  think  it’s  important  to  get 
our  people  into  banks,  get  them  used  to 
things  other  people  are  used  to. 

“When  people  first  come  into  our  program, 
some  are  disappointed  because  they  think  we 
are  going  to  give  them  money. 

“We  don’t.  They  have  to  make  that  first  in¬ 
vestment  on  their  own.  They  have  to  use 
their  own  money  to  buy  the  stamps,  but  then 
they  get  so  much  more  for  their  money  that 
way.” 

April  figures  show  that  the  1,911  families  in 
the  program  here  spent  $106,758  of  their  own 
money  for  food.  For  this  they  received  $149,- 
200  worth  of  groceries  in  the  stores. 

The  Federal  government  will  pay  the 
grocers  for  the  stamps  the  stores  accept  in¬ 
stead  of  cash. 

“It’s  so  much  better  than  the  old  surplus 
food  program,”  Miss  Lam  said. 

“Under  that,  the  people  got  only  what- 
happened  to  be  in  surplus  at  the  time.  Our 
local  people  might  not  like  too  much  beans, 
corn  meal,  that  sort  of  thing.  But  that’s  what 
they  got  under  the  old  program. 

“And  the  butter  we  used  to  get,”  Miss  Lam 
remembered,  shuddering  slightly.  “It  would 
come  in  by  ship,  and  there  wouldn’t  be  room 
for  it  on  the  docks,  and  it  would  get  all 
melting,  and  we’d  have  to  scurry  around  try¬ 
ing  to  find  a  place  to  store  it  until  we  could 
get  it  to  the  people.  This  program  is  ever  so 
much  better. 

“But  so  many  of  the  people  remember  the 
old  program,  and  they  may  think  the  new 
program  is  like  that.  They  need  to  be  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  program  is  good  before  they’ll 
sign  up. 

“It’s  a  long,  slow  process,  getting  all  the 
eligible  families  told  about  the  program. 
Please  help  us  get  them  the  word!” 

Miss  Lam  also  wanted  people  to  be  told 
that  if  they  can’t  get  to  the  department  to 
sign  up,  it’s  possible  a  worker  can  visit  them 
at  home. 

“We  know  it’s  difficult  for  some  people  to 
come  in  here,”  she  said.  “Ask  those  in  rural 
areas  to  call  us  at  507-711,  ext  262,  and  we’ll 
take  the  applications  in  the  field. 

“We’ll  also  call  at  the  homes  of  people  who 
are  too  elderly  to  get  around  easily,  or  who 
otherwise  just  can’t  get  to  our  office. 

“On  the  Neighbor  Islands,  the  low  income 
families  can  get  the  same  service  by  calling 
their  Social  Services  office  there.” 

Miss  Lam  is  armed  with  comemnts  from 
people  who  like  the  food  stamp  program. 

A  telling  statement  from  a  mother  of  10 
children  sums  up  the  feeling:  “I  wish  they 
had  it  when  I  was  a  child.” 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  legislation  to  con¬ 
tinue  and  expand  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  but  in  opposition  to  the  committee 
amendment  requiring  20-percent  cost 
sharing  by  the  States. 

Pennsylvania  is  one  of  16  States  which 
passes  along  a  50-percent  administrative 
cost  charge  to  its  municipalities  under 
existing  law,  so  there  is  already  cost 
sharing  in  certification  and  coupon 
costs.  Since  the  principal  need  for  a 
Federal  assistance  program  to  aid  needy 
households  with  grocery  bills  stems 
from  the  fact  that  States  and  localities 
were  unable  to  raise  the  funds  to  finance 
public  assistance  programs  that  would 
provide  a  minimum  level  of  food  for  low- 


income  families,  it  is  unrealistic  to  ex¬ 
pect  that  these  same  governments  could 
now  absorb  an  additional  20  percent  of 
the  cost  of  bonus  coupons.  In  my  county 
of  Allegheny  this  would  amount  to  an 
additional  $700,000. 

In  Allegheny  County  60  percent  of  the 
people  participating  in  the  food  stamp 
program  are  also  public  welfare  recip¬ 
ients;  so  States  and  localities  already 
contribute  significant  sums  indirectly  to 
the  program  in  the  form  of  moneys  used 
by  welfare  people  to  make  regular  cou¬ 
pon  purchases.  Pennsylvania  would  then 
have  to  contribute  to  the  cost  of  bonus 
coupons  for  families  not  on  welfare,  as 
well  as  those  receiving  assistance,  be¬ 
cause  many  families  who  would  qualify 
for  assistance  in  the  Federal  food  stamp 
program  do  not  qualify  for  public  as¬ 
sistance. 

Public  assistance  is  probably  the  most 
complex  social  welfare  problem  in  this 
country,  and  one  of  the  greatest  difficul¬ 
ties  in  Pennsylvania  has  been  funding. 
Until  all  of  our  States  and  municipali¬ 
ties  are  able  to  prove  their  readiness  and 
ability  to  raise  revenues  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  I  believe  it  is  the  continuing  obli¬ 
gation  of  government  to  continue  to 
support  the  distribution  of  food  and  nu¬ 
trition  to  low-income  families. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
H.R.  1318  without  the  20-percent  cost¬ 
sharing  proposal — and  the  immediate 
restoration  of  the  authorization  for  this 
program  when  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriations  bill  reaches  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  support  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  because  it  has  proven  to  be  one  of 
our  better  programs  for  the  relief  of 
poverty. 

The  self-help  principle  which  is  a  fea¬ 
ture  of  food  stamps  should  be  en¬ 
couraged. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  realize  that 
the  program  is  not  a  handout  from 
Washington.  States  and  localities  must 
spend  their  own  funds  to  cooperate  in  the 
program.  In  addition,  the  recipients  must 
purchase  approximately  66  percent  of 
the  food  stamps  which  they  receive  in 
order  to  obtain  the  bonus  coupons.  Im¬ 
ported  foods,  tobacco,  liquor,  and  non¬ 
food  items  may  not  be  purchased  with 
food  stamps. 

I  regret  that  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  saw  fit  to  include  the  amend¬ 
ment  requiring  20-percent  State  partici¬ 
pation.  I  am  convinced  that  retention  of 
the  cost-sharing  provision  will  result  in 
discontinuance  of  the  program  in  most 
States  because  of  the  difficulties  most 
States  are  experiencing  with  their 
budgets. 

States  and  localities  already  share  in 
the  cost  of  the  program.  They  are  pay¬ 
ing  the  costs  of  administration  which 
amount  to  7  percent  of  the  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation.  To  require  additional  cost 
sharing  is  unrealistic. 

It  should  be  brought  out  that  farmers 
are  benefiting  from  the  program  as  well 
as  the  needy.  It  utilizes  their  ability  to 
produce  and  helps  prevent  surpluses  by 
moving  additional  foodstuffs  through  the 
marketplace  to  the  consuming  public. 

It  does  not  displace  money  normally 
spent  for  food. 
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It  increases  the  food  budgets  of  those 
who  are  qualified  to  participate. 

Increased  sale  of  food  and  its  con¬ 
sumption  has  been  reflected  in  every 
study  conducted  on  this  program.  An 
analysis  of  one  of  the  pilot  programs 
showed  a  24-percent  gain  in  grain  prod¬ 
ucts  consumption  through  direct  use  of 
cereal  products  and  increased  meat  con¬ 
sumption.  Consumption  of  fresh  vegeta¬ 
bles  was  shown  to  have  doubled.  Use  of 
fresh  fruits  was  up  70  percent.  To  the 
housewife,  this  means  a  pound  of  ham¬ 
burger  rather  than  neckbones.  To  the 
child,  it  means  an  apple  or  an  orange  in 
his  lunch  box.  To  the  farmer,  it  means  a 
bigger  market  for  his  produce. 

By  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year  that  ex¬ 
panded  market  will  consist  of  2  million 
people  in  42  States.  This  is  an  expanded 
market  for  American  food  products. 

The  economic  stimulus  from  this  in¬ 
creased  retail  activity  benefits  the  total 
economy  of  these  areas  and  our  farmers 
share  in  that  as  well. 

I  urge  elimination  of  the  committee 
amendments  and  passage  of  the  Sullivan 
bill  as  originally  introduced. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  food 
stamp  plan  sponsored  by  my  good  friend 
and  distinguished  colleague,  Congress- 
woman  Leonor  Sullivan,  of  Missouri, 
and  against  the  amendment  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

We  have  before  us  today  a  bill  which 
was  so  amended  by  the  Committee  that 
it  would  destroy  the  food  stamp  program 
which  is  functioning  successfully  in  40 
States  and  which  will  be  expanded  to 
others  if  it  is  permitted  to  continue  in 
operation. 

The  20-percent  State  participation 
provision  would  unquestionably  compel 
Washington  and  other  participating 
States  to  withdraw  from  the  program. 
The  director  of  the  Washington  State 
Department  of  Public  Assistance  esti¬ 
mates  that  Washington  would  have  to 
contribute  several  million  dollars  under 
provisions  of  the  amendment.  I  urge  that 
this  Committee  amendment  be  stricken 
from  the  bill  in  order  to  restore  the 
original  legislation  sponsored  by  Con¬ 
gresswoman  Sullivan. 

The  food  stamp  plan  is  a  successful 
operation  and  it  should  be  expanded 
rather  than  terminated.  I  believe  that 
we  in  Congress  should  enact  more  pro¬ 
grams  which  incorporate  the  self-help 
features  which  are  a  part  of  the  food 
stamp  plan. 

Self-reliance  and  industriousness  are 
encouraged  when  participants  in  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  program  are  required  to  pay 
approximately  two-thirds  of  the  cost  of 
assistance,  as  is  the  case  with  the  food 
stamp  program.  The  fact  that  the  re¬ 
maining  one-third  of  the  stamps  are  re¬ 
ceived  as  a  bonus  permits  a  more  bal¬ 
anced  and  healthy  diet  of  most  unfortu¬ 
nate  citizens  who  are  required  to  resort 
to  the  program. 

When  the  nine  more  Washington  State 
counties  now  scheduled  to  enter  the  food 
stamp  program  by  early  summer  start 
their  programs,  all  but  three  of  the 
State  s  39  counties  will  be  offering  this 


food  help  to  their  needy  and  low-income 
residents. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  Washington 
localities  have  adopted  the  food  stamp 
plan  so  widely  is  that  the  program  is  not 
only  less  expensive  to  administer  than 
surplus  food  distribution  but  also  is  more 
effective  in  improving  the  diets  of  the 
poor. 

The  low-income  persons  currently  en¬ 
joying  the  benefits  of  being  able  to  buy 
more  and  better  food  than  they  could 
before  the  coming  of  food  stamps  are 
strong  supporters  of  the  plan,  too.  For 
example,  in  Oakville,  Wash.,  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  there  is  a  mother  of  eight  children 
who  is  an  enthusiastic  user  of  food 
stamps.  Each  month  she  puts  $116  of  her 
own  money  into  Federal  food  coupons, 
and  receives  in  return  a  total  value  of 
$160  in  coupons  to  be  spent  on  foods  of 
her  choice.  She  says  that  food  stamps 
enable  her  to  feed  her  family  much  bet¬ 
ter,  and  her  eight  healthy  youngsters, 
ranging  in  age  from  3  to  13,  testify  to  her 
attention  to  nutrition. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
week  the  Senate,  by  a  unanimous  vote, 
accepted  in  essence  the  extension  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  for  another  3  years  as 
proposed  by  the  President.  The  great 
weight  of  evidence  points  to  the  fact  that 
the  Senate  acted  wisely  and  that  we 
should  today  vote  to  extend  the  act  with¬ 
out  any  change  in  the  administration  or 
the  methods  of  cost  sharing. 

As  I  have  said  in  the  past,  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  has  justified  itself  by  per¬ 
forming  smoothly  and  efficiently  during 
the  last  3  years  and,  most  of  all,  it  has 
given  poor  families  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try  a  means  to  obtain  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  food  which  in  the  past  had  been 
denied  them  by  rising  food  costs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
grams  have  on  the  whole  been  admirably 
administered  by  local  agencies  and  the 
overall  direction  of  the  act  has  been  com¬ 
mendable.  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Or¬ 
ville  Freeman  has  lent  his  dynamic  and 
outstanding  leadership  to  the  effort  and 
I  think  the  results  are  ample  testimony 
to  his  success. 

I  foresee  a  great  future  for  the  food 
stamp  programs  and  I  foresee  an  even 
greater  impact  toward  relieving  the  tre¬ 
mendous  and  overpowering  burden  of 
providing  a  livable  subsistence  which 
bears  most  heavily  on  those  whose  eco¬ 
nomic  resources  are  limited. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
provides  a  dignified  means  for  a  poor 
family  to  help  themselves  to  an  adequate 
supply  of  nourishment.  This  act  is  a 
means  of  strengthening  our  Nation  by 
assuring  food  to  those  in  the  lowest  eco¬ 
nomic  strata. 

The  proposal  to  add  a  cost  of  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  bonus  coupons  on  the  exist¬ 
ing  cost  to  the  States  is  unrealistic  and 
will  make  the  program  infeasible  in  many 
areas.  The  States  and  localities  already 
hold  absolute  control  of  the  program  and 
they  presently  contribute  a  percentage  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  program.  To  require 
more  is  to  place  an  unjustifiable  burden 
on  these  governments. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  was  passed  by 
the  Congress  as  a  national  program  and 


June  8,  1967 

as  a  supplement  to  the  States  in  their  ef¬ 
forts  to  aid  the  poor,  not  as  a  measure  to 
add  to  their  burdens. 

I  am  hopeful  and  I  urge  most  strongly 
that  we  reject  any  proposal  which  would 
work  to  compound  the  problems  of  the 
poor  in  the  areas  where  those  hardships 
are  most  severe. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  food  stamp 
program  as  it  presently  exists. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  program  in 
its  present  form  it  is  necessary  to  amend 
the  bill,  H.R.  1318,  to  eliminate  the  20- 
percent  State  participation  requirement. 
I  urge  that  this  provision  be  eliminated 
because  if  it  is  retained  it  will  certainly 
mean  the  end  of  the  program  in  the 
State  of  California.  In  that  connection 
I  wish  to  correct  the  Record  with  regard 
to  the  effect  of  the  20-percent  State  par¬ 
ticipation  provision  of  the  program  in 
the  State  of  California.  During  the  gen¬ 
eral  debate  on  the  bill  my  good  friend 
and  colleague  from  California  [Mr. 
Teague]  stated  that  our  Governor,  the 
Honorable  Ronald  Reagan,  had  not  ex¬ 
pressed  concern  over  the  State  partici¬ 
pation  amendment. 

Without  objection  I  would  like  to  in¬ 
clude  in  the  Record  a  copy  of  a  memo 
which  was  prepared  by  the  California 
State  Department  of  Social  Welfare  un¬ 
der  the  administration  of  State  Welfare 
Director  John  Montgomery,  who  was  ap¬ 
pointed  by  Governor  Reagan.  This  mem¬ 
orandum  sets  forth  the  fact  that  addi¬ 
tional  funds  in  the  amount  of  $1,258,327 
would  be  required  to  be  appropriated  by 
the  legislature  or  provided  by  the  par¬ 
ticipating  counties  to  maintain  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  its  present  level  if  the  present 
amendment  were  adopted. 

The  memo  strongly  urges  the  deletion 
of  the  State  contribution  portion  of  the 
bill  and  solidifies  the  opinion  of  those  of 
us  who  maintain  the  20-percent  cost¬ 
sharing  proposal  would  have  the  effect  of 
killing  the  food  stamp  program. 

The  California  State  Department  of 
Social  Welfare  memorandum  is  reprinted 
herewith : 

California  Food  Stamp  Program 

1.  ISSUE 

The  House  Agriculture  Committee  ap¬ 
proved  (March  20,  1967)  the  extension  and 
budget  authorization  for  the  Food  Stamp 
Program.  However,  H.R.  1318  was  amended 
by  the  committee  to  require,  effective  July  1, 
1969,  participation  by  state  ( or  county)  to 
the  extent  of  20%  of  the  bonus  food  stamps. 

2.  facts 

Throughout  the  whole  history  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Food  Stamp  Program  (which  in  its  in¬ 
fancy  was  designed  to  move  surplus  foods 
to  needy  families)  the  cost  of  the  “bonus 
stamps”  was  assumed  as  a  basic  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Note. — The  program  operates  by  low-in¬ 
come  families  purchasing  a  certain  amount 
of  stamps  to  which  is  added  additional 
“bonus”  stamps  to  increase  their  food  pur¬ 
chasing  power.  These  bonus  stamps  have 
heretofore  been  financed  100%  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

The  actual  value  of  bonus  stamps  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  February  1967  amounted  to  $524,- 
303  or  $6,291,636  annually.  If  HR  1318  passes 
with  the  present  amendment,  it  would  re¬ 
quire  an  additional  appropriation  by  the 
Legislature  (or  by  those  counties  now  par- 
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ticipating)  of  $1,258,327 — not  counting  fu¬ 
ture  expansion. 

3.  DISCUSSION 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  not  considered 
to  be  a  welfare  program.  It  is  specifically 
designed  to  expand  agricultural  markets 
through  enlarged  food  purchasing  power  of 
low-income  groups.  Tills  is  traditionally — 
and  properly — a  function  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  operating  through  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

If  the  statute  is  changed  to  require  state 
participation  in  the  cost  of  bonus  stamps,  it 
is  no  longer  an  agricultural  program  but  just 
another  one  of  many  public  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  with  all  the  complexities  of  differing 
matching  formulae,  different  agencies  exer¬ 
cising  overlapping  functions,  etc. 

A  continuing  trend  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  of  adopting  federally  financed  programs 
and  then  shifting  a  portion  of  the  burden  to 
already  overburdened  state  and  local  funds 
can  only  contribute  to  increasing  fiscal  chaos 
in  state  and  local  government  financing.  In 
California  such  action  is  almost  certain  to 
kill  the  program,  rather  than  continue  to 
stimulate  the  agricultural  markets  and  bene¬ 
fit  low-income  families. 

4.  RECOMMENDATION 

The  State  Department  of  Social  Welfare 
strongly  urges  the  deletion  of  any  require¬ 
ment  in  the  way  of  state  contributions  to  the 
cost  of  bonus  stamps  to  avoid  lose  of  benefits 
supplementing  public  assistance  and  other 
low-income  families,  and  to  continue  the 
present  stimulus  to  California  agriculture. 

Mr.  CARTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  committee  amendment 
which  would  require  the  States  to  pay  20 
percent  of  the  cost  of  participation  in 
the  program. 

I  strongly  support  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  My  constituents,  particularly  in 
the  eastern  half  of  my  district,  have 
greatly  benefited  by  this  program.  It  has 
enabled  them  to  obtain  a  more  nutri¬ 
tious,  better  balanced  diet. 

Adoption  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  would  mean  that  Kentucky  would 
have  to  pay  one-fifth  of  the  cost  of  the 
program,  although  it  is  financially  un¬ 
able  to  do  so. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  that  the 
committee  amendment  be  rejected  and 
that  the  bill  be  passed.  A  vote  for  the 
bill  and  a  vote  against  the  committee 
amendment  would  be  votes  for  the  poor 
and  undernourished  children  of  Appa¬ 
lachia  and  for  many  of  our  senior  citi¬ 
zens  who  have  no  subsistence,  except 
what  they  receive  in.  the  form  of  old- 
age  assistance  or  social  security.  In  most 
cases,  these  old-age  assistance  and  social 
security  payments  are  unrealistically 
small.  Therefore,  I  once  again  strongly 
urge  defeat  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  and  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  food 
stamp  plan  has  proven  to  be  a  most  ef¬ 
fective  program  and  I  support  its  con¬ 
tinuation  in  its  present  form. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment  to 
remove  the  20-percent  State  participa¬ 
tion  feature  which  would  have  the  effect 
of  wrecking  the  program. 

In  that  connection,  I  would  like  to  take 
note  of  the  efforts  which  have  been  put 
forth  by  my  good  friend  and  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  the  Honorable  Charles  A.  Vanik, 
on  behalf  of  the  establishment  of  the 
program  in  Cleveland.  Representative 
Vanik’s  effort  on  the  subject  of  lauda¬ 


tory  comment  which  appeared  in  an  edi¬ 
torial  in  the  Cleveland  Plain  Dealer  on 
May  30,  1967.  In  addition,  the  editorial 
praises  the  program  in  its  present  form 
and  urges  that  the  crippling  20  percent 
state  participation  amendment  be  elim¬ 
inated. 

Without  objection,  I  would  like  to  in¬ 
clude  the  editorial  in  the  Record  at  this 
point: 

Save  the  Food  Stamp  Program 

People  living  in  poverty  areas  in  Cleveland 
are  in  danger  of  being  scorched  by  a  bill 
scheduled  for  floor  action  in  the  U.S.  House 
Monday. 

Food  stamps  have  kept  welfare  families 
afloat  despite  welfare  grants  which  give  them 
only  about  78%  of  minimum  living  costs. 
Food  stamps  since  1963  have  given  the  poor 
a  chance  to  add  25%  more  bread,  macaroni 
and  maybe  meat  and  eggs  to  their  scanty 
diets. 

The  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  has  ap¬ 
proved  not  just  extending  the  present  stamp 
system  three  years  but  expanding  it. 

But  House  Resolution  1318  has  one  amend¬ 
ment  in  it  which  can  go  off  like  a  booby  trap 
and  sink  this  lifesaver.  The  amendment 
would  require  the  state  of  Ohio,  which  never 
paid  anything  into  the  food  stamp  program, 
to  ante  up  $3.5  million,  which  is  20%  of  the 
program’s  cost.  This  amendment  should  be 
killed. 

Gov.  James  A.  Rhodes  has  warned  that  if 
the  bill  passes  with  the  amendment  as  it 
now  is,  food  stamps  would  probably  have  to 
be  abolished  in  Ohio. 

For  the  poor,  this  is  not  a  matter  of  a 
dollar  or  two  more  in  taxes.  They  would 
have  to  pay  for  this  new  federal  economy 
in  bread  and  macaroni  and  meat  and  eggs. 
They  would  have  to  eat  less. 

U.S.  Rep.  Charles  A.  Vanik,  D-21,  has 
fought  valiantly  for  the  food  stamp  program. 
He  is  the  one  who  landed  it  for  Greater 
Cleveland  four  years  ago.  He  took  the  floor 
to  plead  that  food  stamps  be  kept  going  at 
their  present  level. 

More  than  19,500  families  in  Cuyahoga 
County  manage  to  put  on  their  tables 
$453,000  worth  of  food  each  month,  food  they 
could  not  have  if  the  stamp  program  got 
blasted. 

Ohio  is  wrestling  with  the  basic  cost  of 
welfare.  The  state  and  the  counties  are  wor¬ 
rying  out  how  to  bring  their  poor  relief 
measures  to  a  subsistence  standard. 

To  take  away  their  food  stamps  now  would 
be  a  blow  to  the  breadbasket.  It  would  com¬ 
pound  the  misery  of  children  and  adults 
who  have  a  grim  enough  survival  problem, 
living  in  the  most  troubled  part  of  town. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  Chairman,  3  years  ago, 
at  its  inception,  I  opposed  the  food  stamp 
program  because  I  felt  it  was  ill  con¬ 
ceived,  and  for  the  benefit  of  farmers  and 
merchants  more  than  for  the  benefit  of 
the  needy.  I  thought  this  because,  while 
it  is  basically  intended  as  a  welfare  pro¬ 
gram,  it  had  a  number  of  serious  flaws. 
Let  me  name  a  few : 

First.  It  is  not  coordinated  with  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  welfare  programs. 

Second.  It  requires  the  welfare  family 
to  spend  a  prescribed  portion  of  family 
income  on  food  whether  or  not  this  is  the 
family’s  primary  need  at  the  time. 

Third.  It  is  administered  at  high  cost 
by  the  Agriculture  Department.  It  should 
be  under  a  Federal,  State,  or  local  depart¬ 
ment  concerned  with  welfare. 

Fourth.  It  pays  a  full  profit  markup  on 
each,  dollar  of  subsidy  provided.  No  one 
should  make  a  profit  from  welfare  needs. 

Fifth.  Its  application  over  the  Nation  is 


spotty  and  inequitable.  In  December  of 
1966,  only  42,074  Ohioans  received  help, 
while  411,205  from  Mississippi  benefited. 

Sixth.  It  encourages  States  to  avoid 
their  responsibility  for  participation  in 
and  support  for  legitimate  welfare  pro¬ 
grams. 

These  defects  in  the  program  have  been 
substantiated  by  the  performance  since, 
and  the  program  should  be  radically 
overhauled  or  abandoned. 

However,  having  gone  into  operation, 
there  are  now  many  communities  that 
are  so  reliant  upon  the  program  that  it 
cannot  be  abandoned  without  creating  a 
danger  of  severe  privation  and  hardship 
to  those  who  can  least  afford  it.  Nor  does 
any  other  alternate  support  adequate  to 
replace  the  program  appear  likely  of 
enactment.  For  this  reason  only,  I  shall 
support  the  bill  this  year. 

At  the  same  time,  I  shall  support  the 
committee  amendment  to  require  State 
participation  to  the  extent  of  20  percent 
in  fiscal  1969.  Such  a  change  would  be  an 
improvement  since  it  would  improve  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  it  would  help  eliminate 
improper  inflation  of  the  program  at  the 
expense  of  other  welfare  efforts. 

Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  20-percent  increase 
proposed  in  the  States  participation  in 
the  cost  of  the  food  stamp  program.  In 
my  opinion,  such  an  assessment  will  place 
the  program  in  great  jeopardy.  I  fear  that 
many  States,  including  my  own  State  of 
New  York,  would  be  forced  to  discontinue 
the  program.  Those  who  need  the  pro¬ 
gram — persons  in  the  lowest  income 
brackets  and  those  on  public  assistance — 
will  be  the  ones  to  suffer.  The  food  stamp 
program  has  been  an  important  one  in 
combatting  poverty  and  is  permitting 
these  people  to  receive  adequate  amounts 
of  proper  food. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  strongly  oppose 
the  limiting  of  fund  authorization 
through  fiscal  1967.  As  introduced,  H.R. 
1318  provided  for  “open  end”  authoriza¬ 
tion.  I  think  this  provision  should  be  re¬ 
stored  to  the  bill. 

The  food  stamp  program,  put  into  ef¬ 
fect  by  Public  Law  525  of  the  88th  Con  7 
gress,  authorized  appropriations  for  3 
years  through  June  30  of  this  year.  The 
program  requires  the  participating  fam¬ 
ily  to  use  some  of  its  own  income  to  pur¬ 
chase  food,  and  provides  them  with  the 
opportunity  to  buy  more  food  and  better 
food  for  less  money.  This  is  not  a  wel¬ 
fare  program.  Eligible  individuals  and 
families  who  choose  to  participate  ex¬ 
change  an  amount  of  money  equal  to 
about  60  percent  of  their  food  allowance 
for  food  stamps  worth  more.  The  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  pays  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  amount  the  family 
pays  and  the  value  of  the  coupons  it  re¬ 
ceives.  Participation  by  individuals  and 
households  is  voluntary.  In  this  great 
country  of  ours  with  an  abundance  of 
food,  there  is  no  reason  for  any  American 
to  go  hungry,  or  lack  a  proper,  nutritious 
diet. 

Although  the  food  stamp  program  is 
not  yet  in  operation  in  New  York  City, 
it  has  been  in  operation  in  other  sections 
of  New  York  State.  We  have  requested 
the  program  for  New  York  City  for  fiscal 
1968  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
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is  expected  to  give  approval  if  we  have 
State  funds  available  to  match  the  Fed¬ 
eral  funds.  It  is  estimated  that  200,000 
in  New  York  will  benefit  if  the  program 
goes  into  effect.  However,  at  the  pro¬ 
jected  level  of  the  program  for  next 
year,  the  20-percent  assessment  would 
cost  my  State  $6  million  for  the  food 
stamp  program — an  increase  of  $4.4  mil¬ 
lion.  In  all  likelihood  we  will  not  be  able 
to  continue  and  extend  the  program  in 
New  York  if  the  20-percent  increase  in 
State  participation  remains  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  41  States  and  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  now  support  the  food 
stamp  program.  More  than  2  million 
needy,  low-income  families  throughout 
the  country  are  being  assisted.  Many 
other  States,  includ’ng  New  York,  want 
and  need  this  program.  The  States  par¬ 
ticipating  and  those  wishing  to  partici¬ 
pate  should  not  be  penalized  by  a  bur¬ 
densome  20-percent  additional  cost. 

I  call  on  my  colleagues  in  the  House 
to  join  me  in  supporting  the  amendment 
to  eliminate  this  increase  and  also  to 
support  the  amendment  to  restore  the 
“open  end”  authorization. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Landrum,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  1318)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  471, 
he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered.  Is  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  demanded  on  any  amendment? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  separate  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  2,  line  3. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  the  other  amendment?  If  not, 
the  question  is  on  the  other  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  on  which  a  separate  vote 
has  been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  3,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  2.  Section  15  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
is  amended  by  adding  the  following  sub¬ 
section  : 

“  ‘(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  each  State  shall  be  responsible  for 
financing,  from  funds  available  to  the  State 
or  political  subdivision  thereof,  20  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  value  of  the  coupon  allotments 
issued  to  eligible  households  which  is  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  charges  paid  by  such  households 
for  such  allotments.  Each  State  shall  trans¬ 
fer  such  sums  to,  and  they  shall  be  made  a 
part  of,  the  separate  account  created  under 
section  7(d)  of  this  Act.  Each  State  shall 
transfer  such  sums  to  such  account  within 
one  calendar  month  following  the  calendar 
month  in  which  the  coupon  allotments  are 
issued  to  eligible  households.  The  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  effective  for 
any  coupon  allotments  issued  prior  to  July 
1,  1969,  to  enable  each  State  to  take  such 
action  as  is  necessary  under  the  statutes  of 
the  States  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection.’  ” 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  173,  nays  191,  not  voting  69, 
as  follows : 

[Boll  No.  128] 

YEAS— 173 


Abbitt 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Abernethy 

Fountain 

Passman 

Adair 

Frelinghuysen 

Pettis 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Pickle 

Arends 

Fuqua 

Pirnie 

Ashbrook 

Gardner 

Poage 

Ashmore 

Gathings 

Poff 

Baring 

Goodell 

Price,  Tex. 

Bates 

Goodling 

Rails  back 

Belcher 

Gross  ^ 

Rarick 

Bell 

Grover 

Reid,  HI. 

Bennett 

Gurney 

Reinecke 

Berry 

Hagan 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Betts 

Haley 

Riegle 

Biester 

Hall 

Rivers 

Bolton 

Halleck 

Roberts 

Brinkley 

Hammer- 

Robison 

Broomfield 

schmidt 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Roth 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Hardy 

Roudebush 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Harvey 

Rumsfeld 

Buchanan 

Henderson 

Sandman 

Burke,  Fla. 

Herlong 

Satterfield 

Burleson 

Hosmer 

Schadeberg 

Bush 

Hutchinson 

Scherle 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jarman 

Schneebeli 

Cabell 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Schweiker 

Casey 

Jones,  N.C. 

Scott 

Cederberg 

Keith 

Shriver 

Chamberlain 

King,  N.Y. 

Sikes 

Clancy 

Kleppe 

Skubitz 

Clawson,  Del 

Kornegay 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Cleveland 

Kyi 

Smith,  Okla. 

Collier 

Laird 

Snyder 

Colmer 

Landrum 

Springer 

Conable 

Langen 

Stafford 

Conte 

Lennon 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Cowger 

Lipscomb 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Cramer 

Lloyd 

Stephens 

Cunningham 

Lukens 

Stubblefield 

Curtis 

McClure 

Stuckey 

Davis,  Ga. 

McEwen 

Taft 

Davis,  Wis. 

MacGregor 

Talcott 

de  la  Garza 

Mahon 

Taylor 

Dellenback 

Mailliard 

Teague,  Calif. 

Denney 

Marsh 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Derwinski 

Martin 

Tuck 

Dickinson 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Utt 

Dole 

May 

Watkins 

Dorn 

Mayne 

Watson 

Dowdy 

Meskill 

Whalley 

Downing 

Michel 

Wiggins 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Williams,  Pa. 

Erlenbom 

Minshall 

Wilson,  Bob 

Esch 

Montgomery 

Winn 

Eshleman 

Morris, 'N.  Mex. 

Wydler 

Findley 

Morton 

Wylie 

Fisher 

Myers 

Wyman 

NAYS— 191 

Adams 

Daddario 

Gonzalez 

Addabbo 

Daniels 

Gray 

Albert 

Delaney 

Green,  Oreg. 

Anderson, 

Diggs 

Green,  Pa. 

Tenn. 

Dingell 

Griffiths 

Annunzio 

Donohue 

Gude 

Ashley 

Dulski 

Hal  pern 

Aspinall 

Duncan 

Hamilton 

Barrett 

Dwyer 

Hanna 

Bevill 

Eckhardt 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Bingham 

Edmondson 

Hathaway 

Blanton 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Hawkins 

Blatnik 

Edwards,  La. 

Hays 

Boggs 

Eilberg 

Hechler,  w.  Va. 

Boland 

Everett 

Helstoski 

Brademas 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Hicks 

Brasco 

Fallon 

Holifield 

Brooks 

Farbstein 

Howard 

Brown,  Calif. 

Fascell 

Hull 

Brown,  Mich. 

Feighan 

Hungate 

Burke,  Mass. 

Flood 

Hunt 

Burton,  Calif. 

Foley 

Irwin 

Button 

Ford, 

Jacobs 

Byrne,  Pa. 

William  D. 

Joelson 

Cahill  * 

Fraser 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Carter 

Friedel 

Jones,  Ala. 

Celler 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Karsten 

Cohelan 

Galiflanakis 

Karth 

Conyers 

Gallagher 

Kastenmeier 

Corbett 

Garmatz 

Kazen 

Corman 

Gibbons 

Kee 

Culver 

Gilbert 

Kelly 
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King,  Calif. 

Nichols 

Selden 

Kirwan 

Nix 

Shipley 

Kupferman 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Sisk 

Kuykendall 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Slack 

Kyros 

Olsen 

Staggers 

Latta 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Steed 

Leggett 

Ottinger 

Sullivan 

Long,  Md. 

Patten 

Tenzer 

McCarthy 

Pepper 

Tiernan 

McDade 

Perkins 

Tunney 

McDonald, 

Philbin 

Udall 

Mich. 

Pollock 

Van  Deerlin 

McFall 

Price,  HI. 

Vanik 

McMillan 

Pucinski 

Vigor!  to 

Macdonald, 

Quillen 

Waggonner 

Mass. 

Randall 

Waldie 

Machen 

Rees 

Walker 

Madden 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Wampler 

Mathias,  Md. 

Reifel 

Watts 

Matsunaga 

Resnick 

White 

Miller,  Calif. 

Reuss 

Whitener 

Minish 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Whitten 

Mink 

Rodino 

Widnall 

Monagan 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Wilson, 

Moore 

Ronan 

Charles  H. 

Moorhead 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Wolff 

Morgan 

Rosenthal 

Wright 

Morse,  Mass. 

Rostenkowski 

Yates 

Moss 

Roush 

Young 

Multer 

Roybal 

Zablocki 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Ryan 

Zion 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

St  Germain 

Zwach 

Natcher 

Saylor 

Nedzi 

Scheuer 

NOT  VOTING— 69 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Giaimo 

Pike 

Andrews, 

Gubser 

Pool 

N.  Dak. 

Hanley 

Pryor 

Ayres 

Harrison 

PurceU 

Battin 

Harsha 

Quie 

Blackburn 

Hubert 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Bolling 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Ruppe 

Bow 

Holland 

St.  Onge 

Bray 

Horton 

Schwengel 

Brock 

Ichord 

Smith,  Calif. 

Brotzman 

Jonas 

Smith,  Iowa 

Burton,  Utah 

Jones,  Mo. 

Stanton 

Carey 

Kluczynski 

Stratton 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Clausen, 

McClory 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Don  H. 

McCulloch 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Dawson 

Meeds 

Ullman 

Dent 

Mills 

Vander  Jagt 

Devine 

Mize 

Whalen 

Dow 

Mosher 

Williams,  Miss. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Nelsen 

Willis 

Fino 

O’Konski 

Wyatt 

Flynt 

Patman 

Younger 

Gettys 

Pelly 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Dakota  for,  with 
Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Mr.  Jonas  for,  with  Mr.  St.  Onge  against. 
Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr. 
Pryor  against. 

Mr.  Gettys  for,  with  Mr.  Meeds  against. 
Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  for,  with  Mr.  Kluczyn- 
ski  against. 

Mr.  McClory  for,  with  Mr.  Rooney  of  New 
York  against. 

Mrs.  Heckler  for,  with  Mr.  Thompson  of 
New  Jersey  against. 

Mr.  Smith  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Hanley  against. 

Mr.  Younger  for,  with  Mr.  Horton  against. 
Mr.  Pool  for  with  Mr.  Dent  against. 

Mr.  Flynt  for,  with  Mr.  Giaimo  against. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Utah  for,  with  Mr.  Fino 
against. 

Mr.  Harrison  for,  with  Mr.  Ruppe  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Ayres. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Battin. 

Mr.  Clark  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Patman  with  McCulloch. 

Mr.  Williams  of  Mississippi  with  Mr. 
Thompson  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Harsha. 

Mr.  Ichord  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Evans  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Stanton. 

Mr.  Dow  with  Mr.  Vander  Jagt. 
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Mr.  Purcell  with  Mr.  Wyatt. 

Mr.  Pike  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Devine. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Bray. 

Mr.  Mills  with  Mr.  Brotzman. 

Mr.  Quie  with  Mr.  Blackburn. 

Mr.  Schwengel  with  Mr.  Whalen. 

Mr.  Mize  with  Mr.  Pelly. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Belcher  moves  to  recommit  the  bill, 
H.R.  1318,  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered  on  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  230,  nays  128,  not  voting  75, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  129] 

YEAS — 230 


Adams 

Eckhardt 

Howard 

Addabbo 

Edmondson 

Hull 

Albert 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Hungate 

Anderson, 

Edwards,  La. 

Hunt 

Tenn. 

Eilberg 

Irwin 

Annunzio 

Esch 

Jacobs 

Ashley 

Everett 

Joelson 

Aspinall 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Barrett 

Fallon 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Bevill 

Farbstein 

Jones,  Ala. 

Biester 

Fascell 

Jones,  N.C. 

Bingham 

Feighan 

Karsten 

Blanton 

Flood 

Karth 

Blatnik 

Foley 

Kastenmeier 

Boggs 

Ford, 

Kazen 

Boland 

WiUiam  D. 

Kee 

Brademas 

Fountain 

King,  Calif. 

Brasco 

Fraser 

Kirwan 

Brooks 

Friedel 

Komegay 

Broomfield 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Kupferman 

Brown,  Calif. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Kyi 

Brown,  Mich. 

Fuqua 

Kyros 

Burke,  Mass. 

Galifianakis 

Landrum 

Burton,  Calif. 

Gallagher 

Leggett 

Button 

Garmatz 

Long,  Md. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Gathings 

Lukens 

Cahill 

Gibbons 

McCarthy 

Carter 

Gilbert 

McDade 

Celler 

Gonzalez 

McDonald, 

Cohelan 

Gray 

Mich. 

Conte 

Green,  Oreg. 

McFall 

Conyers 

Green,  Pa. 

McMillan 

Corbett 

Gude 

Macdonald, 

Corman 

Hagan 

Mass. 

Culver 

Halpern 

Machen 

Daddario 

Hamilton 

Madden 

Daniels 

Hanna 

Mahon 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Martin 

de  la  Garza 

Hardy 

Mathias,  Md. 

Delaney 

Harvey 

Matsunaga 

Diggs 

Hathaway 

Mayne 

Dingell 

Hawkins 

MeskiU 

Donohue 

Hays 

Miller,  Calif. 

Dowdy 

Hechler,  W.  Va.  Mills 

Downing 

Helstoski 

Minish 

Dulskl, 

Henderson 

Mink 

Duncan 

Hicks 

Monagan 

Dwyer 

Holifield 

Moore 

Moorhead  Rhodes,  Pa.  Stuckey 

Morgan  Rlegle  Sullivan 

Morris,  N.  Mex.  Rivers  Taft 


Morse,  Mass. 

Roberts 

Taylor 

Moss 

Rodino 

Tenzer 

Multer 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Tlernan 

Murphy,  m. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Tunney 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Ronan 

Udall 

Natcher 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Van  Deerlin 

Nedzi 

Rosenthal 

Vanik 

Nichols 

Rostenkowski 

Vigorito 

Nix 

Roush 

Waggonner 

O'Hara,  HI. 

Roybal 

Waldie 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Ryan 

Walker 

Olsen 

Sandman 

Wampler 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

St  Germain 

Watts 

Patman 

Saylor 

White 

Patten 

Scheuer 

Whitener 

Pepper 

Schweiker 

Whitten 

Perkins 

Schwengel 

Widnall 

Philbin 

Selden 

Wilson, 

Poage 

Shipley 

Charles  H. 

Pollock 

Sikes 

Wolff 

Price,  HI. 

Sisk 

Wright 

Pucinski 

Skubitz 

Wylie 

Randall 

Slack 

Wyman 

Rees 

Stafford 

Young 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Staggers 

Zablocki 

Reifel 

Steed 

Zwach 

Resnick 

Stephens 

Reuss 

Stubblefield 

NAYS— 128 

Abbitt 

Dole 

Myers 

Abernethy 

Dorn 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Adair 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Passman 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Erlenborn 

Pettis 

Arends 

Eshleman 

Pickle 

Ashbrook 

Findley 

Pimie 

Ashmore 

Fisher 

Poff 

Baring 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

.  Price,  Tex. 

Bates 

Frelinghuysen 

Quillen 

Belcher 

Gardner 

Railsback 

Bell 

Goodell 

Rarick 

Bennett 

Goodling 

Reid,  HI. 

Berry 

Gross 

Reinecke 

Betts 

Grover 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Bolton 

Gurney 

Robison 

Brinkley 

Haley 

Roth 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hall 

Roudebush 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Halleck 

Rumsfeld 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Hammer- 

Satterfield 

Buchanan 

schmidt 

Schadeberg 

Burke,  Fla. 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Scherle 

Burleson 

Hosmer 

Schneebeli 

Bush 

Hutchinson 

Scott 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jarman 

Shriver 

Cabell 

Keith 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Casey 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Okla. 

Cederberg 

Kleppe 

Snyder 

Chamberlain 

Kuykendall 

Springer 

Clancy 

Laird 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Clawson,  Del 

Langen 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Cleveland 

Latta 

Talcott 

Collier 

Lennon 

Teague,  Calif. 

C’olmer 

Lipscomb 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Conable 

MacGregor 

Tuck 

Cowger 

Mailliard 

Utt 

Cramer 

Marsh 

Watson 

Cunningham 

Curtis 

Mathias,  Calif. 

WhaUey 

May 

Wiggins 

Davis,  Wis. 

Michel 

Williams,  Pa. 

Dellenback 

Miller,  Ohio 

Wilson,  Bob 

Denney 

Minshall 

Winn 

Derwinski 

Montgomery 

Wydler 

Dickinson 

Morton 

Zion 

NOT  VOTING— 75 

Anderson,  HI. 

Gubser 

Pelly 

Andrews, 

Hanley 

Pike 

N.  Dak. 

Harrison 

Pool 

Ayres 

Harsha 

Pryor 

Battin 

Hebert 

Purcell 

Blackburn 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Quie 

Bolling 

Herlong 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Bow 

Holland 

Ruppe 

Bray 

Horton 

St.  Onge 

Brock 

Ichord 

Smith,  Calif. 

Brotzman 

Jonas 

Smith,  Iowa 

Burton,  Utah 

Jones,  Mo. 

Stanton 

Carey 

Kelly 

Stratton 

Clark 

Kluczynski 

Teague,  Tex. 

Clausen, 

Lloyd 

Thompson,  Ga. 

DonH. 

Long,  La. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Dawson 

McClory 

Ullman 

Dent 

McClure 

Vander  Jagt 

Devine 

McCulloch 

Watkins 

Dow 

McEwen 

Whalen 

Evans,  Colo. 

Meeds 

Williams,  Miss. 

Fino 

Mize 

Willis 

Flynt 

Mosher 

Wyatt 

Gettys 

Nelsen 

Yates 

Giaimo 

O’Konski 

Younger 

Griffiths 

Ottinger 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Mosher  for,  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr. 
McClure  against. 

Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Dakota  for,  with 
Mr.  McClory  against. 

Mr.  Harrison  for,  with  Mr.  Watkins  against. 

Mrs.  Heckler  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Younger  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Pino. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Devine. 

Mr.  St.  Onge  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Pryor  with  Mr.  Wyatt. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Quie. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Ayres. 

Mr.  Pool  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Hanley  with  Mr.  Jonas. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Bray. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Battin. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mrs.  Kelly  with  Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  with  Mr.  Vander  Jagt. 

Mr.  Clark  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Pelly. 

Mr.  Gettys  with  Mr.  Mize. 

Mr.  Purcell  with  Mr.  Hays. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mr.  Brotzman. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Horton. 

Mr.  Plynt  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Blackburn. 

Mr.  Williams  of  Mississippi  with  Mr. 
O’Konski. 

Mr.  Pike  with  Mr.  Harsha. 

Mr.  Evans  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Stanton. 

Mr.  Dow  of  New  York  with  Mr.  McEwen. 

Mr.  Ichord  with  Mr.  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Utah. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Whalen. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 

Mr.  Ottinger  with  Mr.  McCulloch. 

Mr.  Yates  with  Mr.  Herlong. 

Mr.  Meeds  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  Senate  bill — S.  953 — to  amend 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  authorizing  appropriations  for 
fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bill  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

s.  953 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  16 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  “June  30,  1967;”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  "not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  not  in 
excess  of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  3,  1969;  not  in  excess  of  $250,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970;”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  “This  Act  shall  be  carried  out 
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only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  specific 
purpose.” 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  POAGE 


Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Poage:  Strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  953 
and  insert  the  provisions  of  H.R.  1318,  as 
passed,  as  follows: 

‘‘That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  word  ‘and’ 
the  first  time  it  appears  therein  and  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  word  ‘1967;’  the  words  ‘not 
in  excess  of  $195,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968;’.” 


The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read 
a  third  time,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  amend  the  Pood  Stamp  Act 
of  1964.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  1318)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 


Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed,  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  THE 
BALANCE  OP  THIS  WEEK  AND 
THE  WEEK  OF  JUNE  12,  1967 


(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  take  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  ask¬ 
ing  the  distinguished  majority  leader  the 
program  for  the  rest  of  this  week  and 
the  schedule  for  next. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  tl, 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  tj/the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  l^sponse 
to  the  inquiry  of  the  distinguished  ml. 
nority  leader,  we  have  completed  the 
legislative  business  for  the  wfeek  and  will 
ask  to  go  over  upon  the  announcement 
of  the  program. 

The  program  for  ne^  week  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Monday  is  District  day.  There  are  no 
District  bills.  But  We  do  have  H.R.  7476, 
to  authorize  adjustments  in  the  amount 
of  outstanding  Silver  certificates,  under 
an  open  rule,/vith  2  hours  of  debate. 

Tuesday,  /she  Department  of  Defense 
Appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year 

lybo. 


Wednesday  is  Flag  Day.  Appropriate 
cerenjomes  will  be  conducted  in  the  Hall 
oi  the  House  of  Representatives, 
r  Jso  on  Wednesday  we  have  H.R.  2082, 
authorize  travel,  transportation,  and 


education  allowances  to  members  of  the 
Armed  Forces  for  dependents’  schooling, 
under  an  open  rule,  with  1  hour  of  de¬ 
bate. 

On  Thursday  we  have  H.R.  10480,  to 
prohibit  desecration  of  the  flag.  This  is 
subject  to  a  rule  being  granted. 

The  announcement  is  made  subject  to 
the  usual  reservation  that  conference  re¬ 
ports  may  be  brought  up  at  any  time, 
and  any  further  program  will  be  an¬ 
nounced  later. 

I  would  like  to  say  for  the  information 
of  the  House  that  we  expect  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  draft  bill  and  may¬ 
be  others. 

I  must  advise  the  House  that  there  is 
certainly  a  possibility,  and  a  strong  prob¬ 
ability,  that  the  bill  involving  the  rail¬ 
road  situation  may  come  out  of  commit¬ 
tee,  and  if  it  does,  of  course,  it  will  be 
programed  under  our  reservation. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Would  it  have 
a  priority? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  It  would  have  a  high- 
ranking  priority . 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 


) J OURNMENT  TO  MONDAY 
JUNE  12,  1967 


Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speakep^  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when/the  House 
adjourns  today,  it  adjourn /do  meet  on 
Monday  nexths 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the/e  objection  to 
the  request  of  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING  WITH' 
ORDER  UNDER  TI 
WEDNESDAY  RULE 
DAY  NEXT 


BUSINESS  IN 
CALENDAR 
WEDNES- 


Mr.  AJZfeERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business  in 
order /Under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule /be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
nei 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, Nj; 
so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 


Mr.  HAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  123  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting.  I 
was  present  and  voted  “nay.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AID  AND  ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE 
PEOPLE  OF  ISRAEL 


(Mr.  GALLAGHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  songs 
will  be  sung  and  tales  told  of  the  heroic 
nation  of  Israel  and  its  people  who  live 
in  the  cradle  of  reason  and  hope,  yet 


who  cherish  freedom  so  much  they  coi 
accept  nothing  less.  It  is  the  reena 
ment  of  the  battle  of  David  and  GoWath 
and  the  entire  free  world  stands  thnlled. 

With  the  acceptance  of  the  cease-fire 
by  Egypt,  Israel  appears  on  tlWverge  of 
a  great  accomplishment.  She  has  an¬ 
swered  the  continued  aggressions  of  the 
Arab  nations  with  an  astounding,  almost 
Biblical  victory  over  thenr  She  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  to  them  thaLlf  they  refuse  to 
accept  the  peaceful  /Solutions  to  world 
problems  as  a  rule/ff  international  life 
then  she  too  can  fi/ht  back,  that  she  can 
answer  force  witl/force.  That  she  can  do 
more  than  survive. 

It  is  unfortunate  for  wars  to  occur. 

It  is  not  good  to  see  people  dying,  Jews 
or  Arabs, /South  Vietnamese  or  North 
VietnameiSe,  Americans — but  when  inter¬ 
national  law  and  order  are  violated  by 
one  nation,  as  President  Nasser’s  call  of 
a  IWiy  war  by  Arab  nations  against 
Israel,  then  one  can  resist  or  surrender: 
Israel  chose  to  resist. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  to  look  ahead. 
Israel  while  conducting  a  brilliant  cam¬ 
paign  nevertheless  has  incurred  great 
losses.  The  loss  of  life  can  never  be  re¬ 
placed  but  on  her  other  losses  she  can 
be  helped.  She  should  be  helped  and  | 
helped  immediately. 

I  have  suggested  to  the  executive 
branch  that  immediate  economic  assur¬ 
ance  be  made  available  to  Israel.  As  a 
result  I  have  been  informed  that  we  will 
shortly  make  available  to  Israel  both 
economic  assistance  and  medical  and 
food  supplies.  This  will  not  come  out  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  For  Israel 
gets  no  foreign  aid.  On  Monday  we  will 
begin  the  mark  up  of  the  new  foreign 
aid  bill.  At  that  time  I  intend  to  offer 
amendments  which  will  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  authorization  to  assist  Israel  out  of 
the  foreign  aid  bill  in  accordance  with 
her  requirements  to  return  to  normalcy 
after  the  drastic  dislocation  of  her  econ¬ 
omy  forced  on  her  by  the  war. 

When  one  considers  the  dangers  of 
world  war  III  posed  by  Nasser,  the 
dilemma  in  which  not  only  the  United 
States  was  in,  but  the  entire  world  on  the 
^waterway  issue  alone,  I  think  it  can  be 
ickly  understood  that  the  free  world  ( 
owes  a  great  debt  to  Israel. 

INhope  we  will  move  quickly  to  assist 
her.  IGiope  too  that  the  peace  that  fol¬ 
lows  win  be  a  lasting  peace.  Israel  has 
proved  tKat  she  is  here  to  stay.  Perhaps 
the  best  witness  to  give  testimony  to  this 
fact  is  Mr.  Nasser. 

Mr.  Speaker  as  you  know  last  year  I 
represented  ouf\country  at  the  opening  of 
the  Israel  Parliament,  the  Knesset.  As 
I  was  leaving  Israel  I  was  reminded  of 
one  of  Solomon’s  songs.  I  mentioned  it 
then  and  as  the  warVeads  for  a  cease¬ 
fire  and  guns  grow  co\,  I  would  like  to 
repeat  it  now : 


For,  lo,  the  winter  is  past. 

The  Rain  is  over  and  gone, 

The  flowers  appear  on  the  earth. 

The  time  of  the  singing  of  birds  isVome, 

And  the  voice  of  the  turtle-dove  is  \eard  on 
our  land. 


Let  us  pray  that  the  voice  of  the  turtle¬ 
dove  will  soon  be  heard  again  in  Israel. 
Let  us  hope  it  will  be  heard  in  Vietnam,, 
in  our  land  and  in  every  land  by  all  men. 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


J  IT  ED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C.  20250 

OFFICIAL  BUSINESS 


POSTAGE  AND  FEES  PAID 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANC 
(FOR  INFORMATION  ONLY; 

JO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


Jupfe  13,  1967 
me  12,  1967 
)Oth-lst;  No.  91 


CONTENTS 


Agricultural 

Foreign  aid . 

23,40,53/ 

Personnel . 

appropriations . 

Foreign  trade 

Population . 

Alaska. . . . . 

. .  .7\.  .3,12,26, 

41,46<56 

Poverty . 

Appropriations . 

.1,19 

Forest  Service.... 

1 

Program  evaluation... 

, ... .51 

Balance  of  payments.. 

...42 

Free  enterprise... 

Public  debt.. . 

_ 29 

Conservation. ........ 

16,37 

Health . . . .  . 

/ . 21 

Recess . . 

. ....  17 

Cotton . 

Holiday . 

Reclamation. . . 

,..,.22 

Cropland  restoration. 

...58 

Information. .  ./V\. 

25,46,54 

Recreation . 

Data  processing . 

Insecticides^: . . . . 

Reports . 

. 8 

Education . . . . . . 

Job  Corps . .  /, . . . . . 

Research. . . 

Electrification, . . . 2 , 

32,43 

Lands ...._/ . 

.  .  _V  .44 

Retirement. ........< 

. . 9 

Extension  service.... 

Legislative  reorganization 

Safety . . . . . . 

_ 48 

Farm  loans . . 

...  .4 

.3. 31 .4* 

Scenic  rivers . 

_ 11 

Farm  program... . 

.  ..58 

-  -  -  y  . - ,  .  .  v 

Lepi  sd  at  1  ve  nropram . 17N 

\Seed. . . ........< 

.....37 

cal  policy . 

Livestock  exports. 

Selective  service. . , 

. 18 

Flap.  . . . 

. .  .20 

Mfyiti  ran  Amprl  ran 

Taint  i  on . . 

. 15 

Flood  insurance . 

/  affairs . 

Wat eV  pollution . 

. 49 

Food. ..............7, 

13,36, 

/ Mink  ■imnorts. . 

26.41.56 

Water  restoration. .  . 

. 58 

Food  stamps.......... 

Opinion  poll . 

World  hul^ger . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  See  page 


SENATE 

1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9029,  the  Interior  and 
re  late d /Agencies  appropriation  bill  (including  Forest  Service),  and  act&d  on 
amendr^nts  in  disagreement.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  \pp. 

S802/L30  .  : 

/ien.  Holland  announced  postponement  of  committee  markup  of  the  agricultur. 

impropriation  bill  until  the  Dodd  resolution  is  disposed  of.  p.  S7957 


2.  fcjJiCTRIFICATION.  Received  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission  the  proposed  El£o- 

tric  Power  Reliability  Act  of  1967;  to  Commerce  Committee,  p.  S7941 

3.  LIVESTOCK  EXPORTS.  The  Small  Business  Committee  submitted  a  report,  "Expansion 

of  Livestock  Exports"  (S.  Rept.  343).  pp.  S7945-7 

4.  FARM  LOANSv  Sen.  Nelson  spoke  in  support  of  his  bill  S.  1567,  to  p/ovide  long¬ 

term,  ow-interest  loans  to  young  men  starting  a  career  in  agriculture,  and 
announced  atftMtional  cosponsors  of  the  bill.  pp.  S8037-8 

AdditionalVosponsors  were  announced  to  S.  1504  and  S.  1567/  to  amend  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act.  p.  S7955 

5.  LEGISLATIVE  REORGaVzATION.  Agreed  to,  without  amendment,^  Con.  Res.  32,  to 

continue  the  Joint  Committee  on  the  Organization  of  the  Congress  through 
December  31,  1967.  p\  S7938  / 

"rr  t0-  38  reP°*^d,  S.  Res.  133,  to  continue  the  Senate  Special  Committee 
o  the  Organization  of  t\e  Congress  through  December/31,  1967. 

t-  .Pass^d  a®  reported  j*.  1281,  to  authorize  Appropriations  to  carry  out 
S7939-406S  °  6  era^  cotnmite^es  for  developmery?  planning  in  Alaska,  pp 

R^eS  and  A^mi-oistration\)ommittee  reported  a  resolution  to  print  a 
eport.  Mineral  and  Water  Resources  of  Alaska."  p.  S7940 


.Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  953,  to  continue  the  Food 
_  P  0gram*  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  p.  S8021 

Account -i n^nf fVe^  annual  reports/of  the  Treasury  Department  and  the  General 

Accounting  Office,  p.  S7941  /  \ 

"suhchpnt-p  deceived  from  the  Civ^l  Service  CoWission  a  proposed  bill  to  amend 

r  S  Chapfr  83/f  title  5,  United  States  Code"  on  "civil  service 

retirement" ;  to  Post  Office  M  Civil  Service  cStaittee.  p.  S7941 

10‘  'l^Lfati^pp^sma^13-  LegiSlat-e  resolution  favoring  f lood-insura< 


11.  SCENIC  RIVERS.  ReceiW  a  Fla.  Legislature  resolution  o^ 

Suwanee  River  in  sce/ic-rivers  legislation,  p.  S7944 

12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sej/  Kuchel  inserted  his  statement  on 

efore  a  Chamber/of  Commerce  seminar,  pp.  S 7960-1 


posing  inclusion  of  the 
expansiAfi  of  foreign  trade 


13’  F?he'„are«aXVrn  lns.rted  R-  C-  Liebeno«-s  statement  on  "Agr\sineSS  and 
the  war  against  hunger."  pp,  S 7980- 2  \ 

PP.SS8075/6  k  inSerted  C*  X*  Schott  land’ s  article,  "The  Hungry  Can^Wait." 


14 '  PS799^/S802l!6t1S80n‘rS  d<ibatad  ^  POyerty  pr°8ram-  PP-  S7984-5, 


S79&9-92, 


15 '  TZ^ax'ino^;<“CCarhy  in6erted  a  statement  by  Gardner  Ackley  on  poastMl/ 
centives  to  encourage  economic  activity,  pp.  S7995-7 


June  12,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SEN^  TE 


Lpage  4  of  the  committee  report  on  the 
ending  bill,  S.  1030,  as  amended. 

ie  Foreign  Relations  Committee  lias  con- 
(ed  the  criticisms  which  have  been 
leveled  against  the  IMG  program.  These  are 
of  two  jteneral  types:  First,  that  the  program 
is  an  unjustified  subsidy  for  the  U.S.  publish¬ 
ing  industry;  and  second,  that  it  generates 
foreign  currencies  in  excess  of  U.S.  needs  and 
over  which  the  United  States  has  only  mini¬ 
mal  control.  IrW  simple  terms,  the  committee 
disagrees  with  the  first  and  has  amended  the 
bill  to  meet  the  seSpnd. 

The  purpose  of  tHelMG  program  is  to  make 
U.S.  informational  and  educational  materials 
available  in  countries /here  foreign  exchange 
restrictions  would  otheWise  keep  them  out. 
As  much  as  90  percent  of  the  materials  in¬ 
volved  are  textbooks,  ma/ly  scientific  and 
technical  works.  The  alternatives  to  IMG  are 
that :  ( 1 )  these  materials  wound  not  be  avail¬ 
able  at  all  in  the  countries  where  IMG  cur¬ 
rently  operates — Afghanistan,  Guinea,  Korea, 
Poland,  Turkey,  Vietnam,  and  Yugoslavia; 

(2)  they  would  be  supplied  from  laon-U.S. 
sources — which,  in  the  case  of  severaKof  the 
countries,  probably  means  Soviet  sources;  or 

(3)  they  would  be  supplied  by  USIA  or  AID, 
in  which  case  the  Treasury  would  have  to  p! 
the  full  cost. 

It  seems  to  the  committee  clear  that  it  is 
in  the  national  interest  for  these  materials 
to  be  available  in  the  countries  listed — as 
well  as,  hopefully,  in  some  others.  IMG  is  a 
device  for  achieving  this  objective  at  mini¬ 
mum  cost  and  in  a  way — through  commer¬ 
cial  channels — which  is  politically  acceptable 
abroad. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  issuance 
of  informational  media  guaranties  is  not 
automatic.  Books  and  other  items  are  eligible 
only  if  USIA  finds  that  they  make  a  positive 
contribution  to  the  achievement  of  U.S.  ob¬ 
jectives. 

With  respect  to  the  second  criticism  of  the 
program  mentioned  above — namely,  the  gen¬ 
eration  and  management  of  foreign  curren¬ 
cies — the  committee  has  amended  the  bill 
to  provide  that  these  are  henceforth  to  be 
available  for  such  use  as  Congress  decides. 
There  will  not,  therefore,  be  a  repetition  of 
some  situations  which  have  occurred  in  the 
past  when  large  balances  of  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  were  available  under  international  agree¬ 
ments  for  only  limited  uses.  The  committee 
recognizes  that  this  amendment  does  not 
meet  the  general  problem  of  excess  foreign 
currency  holdings  in  a  few  countries,  but 
that  problem  arises  from  programs  of  the 
U.S.  Government  other  than  IMG.  Indeed, 
IMG  in  recent  years  has  contributed  very 
little  to  it.  { 

Further,  the  committee  believes  that  the 
shift  in  financing  from  Treasury  borrowinj 
to  a  revolving  fund  replenished  from  tune 
to  time  by  appropriations  will  make  it  easier 
for  Congress  to  oversee  the  program. 

Finally,  the  committee  urges  the  /Senate 
to  act  on  this  bill  promptly.  IMG /has  had 
no  appropriations  for  the  past  3  fiscal  years, 
during  which  it  has  operated  on/the  residue 
of  its  Treasury  borrowing  authority.  No 
further  obligations  are  being/incurred,  and 
in  the  absence  of  new  legislation  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  ended  this  fiscal  year.  Action 
on  this  bill  should,  accordingly,  be  completed 
by  the  Congress  as  soour  as  possible. 

I  should  like  to  say  a  word  about  the 
alleged  subsidy  which  this  bill  is  said  to 
create.  Actually/  in  my  opinion,  it  is 
hardly  a  subsidy  at  all.  What  happens  is 
that  American  book  publishers  undertake 
to  increase' their  foreign  sales.  If  those 
foreign  sffles  went  to  a  hard  currency 
country/ such  as  West  Germany,  Eng¬ 
land,^  France,  the  publishers  would  be 
engaging  in  a  profit  or  loss  undertaking 
in /those  countries.  They  would  convert 
i  dollars  the  francs  or  the  pounds  ster¬ 


ling  or  the  German  marks  that  they  got 
from  the  undertaking,  and  they  would 
either  make  a  profit  or  suffer  a  loss.  But 
when  they  go  into  a  soft  currency  coun¬ 
try,  they  are  confronted  immediately 
with  a  loss  no  matter  what  happens,  un¬ 
less  they  can  get  their  soft  currency  re¬ 
deemed  for  dollars.  So  it  is  obvious  that 
no  book  publisher  in  his  right  mind,  who, 
after  all,  is  in  business  for  a  profit,  is 
going  to  conduct  operations  in  the  very 
country  where  these  American  materials 
are  most  needed  when  he  knows  perfectly 
well  that  because  of  the  currency  situa¬ 
tion,  he  is  going  to  lose  his  shirt  the  min¬ 
ute  he  walks  in. 

For  that  reason,  if  we  want  these  ma¬ 
terials  available  to  the  general  public  in 
the  other  coun tries,  not  just  through  a 
USIS  information  library,  but  on  a  com¬ 
mercial  basis,  sold  to  those  people  in  the 
other  countries  which  want  them,  we 
must  subsidize  this  work  or  we  must  have 
the  USIA  do  it  at  100-percent  Govern¬ 
ment  expense,  or  we  will  have  to  surren¬ 
der  the  market  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

It  seems  to  me  that  of  all  those  alter¬ 
natives,  this  bill  presents  by  far  the  best 
ray  of  handling  the  matter, 
it  is  true,  as  developed  in  the  colloquy/ 
between  the  Senator  from  Lousiana  a; 

I,  thkt  this  bill  was  reported  by  the  Cc 
mitt  e/on  Foreign  Relations  by  a  vote  of 
14  to  3,  sit  the  request  of  the  President  of 
the  UnitM  States,  with  the  approval  of 
the  USIA,\nd  with  the  approval  of  the 
State  Department  and  the  Etepartment 
of  Commerce, \o  overrule  wnat  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  lias  been  doing 
in  this  area  for  the  last/several  years. 

The  Senate  willNhave  an  opportunity 
to  vote  on  this  policj/issue  a  little  later 
on.  I  hope  the  bill  wfilkbe  passed. 

Mr.  President, /mlesikothers  wish  to 
speak,  I  suggest Jme  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  /oil. 

The  assistant  legislative  b^erk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  /all  the  roll. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  Preside^/  I  ask 
unaninfous  consent  that  the  ord/  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Withdyt 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


agreeing  votes,  and  that  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  be  appointed 
by  the  Chair. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ellen- 
der,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr. 
Mondale,  Mr.  Montoya,  Mr.  Aiken,  Mr. 
Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Boggs 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


AMENDMENT  OF  FOOD  STAMP  ACT 
OF  1964 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
953)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1964  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  ap¬ 
propriations  for  fiscal  years  subsequent 
to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967 
which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  16  of  the  Food.  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  word  “and” 
the  fifst  time  it  appears  therein  and  by 
inserting  after  the  word  ‘‘1967;”  the  words 
“not  in  excess  of  $195,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1968;”. 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
of  1964.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  S.  953  and  request 
a  conference  with  the  House  on  the  dis¬ 


DISPOSITION  OF  JUDGMENT  FUNDS 

NOW  ON  DEPOSIT  TO/THE  CREDIT 

OF  THE  CHEYENNE-ARAPAHO 

TRIBES  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mi/President,  for  my¬ 
self  and  my  seniot/colleague  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney]  I  introduce,  for  appropriate  ref¬ 
erence,  at  the  request  of  the  Cheyenne- 
Arapaho  Business  Committee,  a  bill  to 
provide  for  Ahe  disposition  of  the  judg¬ 
ment  funds  now  on  deposit  to  the  credit 
of  the  tripes. 

The  hill  calls  for  one-half  million  dol¬ 
lars  tp be  held  in  trust  for  an  educational 
scholarship  fund  for  the  members  of  the 
tribes  with  the  remainder  of  the  judg- 
lent  to  be  distributed  per  capita.  By 
'way  of  background  information,  the 
tribal  business  committee  is  presently  in 
the  process  of  selecting  a  bank  to  act  as 
trustee  under  the  provisions  of  section  2 
and  section  3(c)  of  the  proposed  act. 
After  the  trustee  is  selected,  I  am  advised 
that  the  business  committee  plans  to 
have  the  actual  trust  agreements  drafted 
and  possibly  executed  prior  to  committee 
hearings  on  the  bill  so  that  they  may  be 
available  to  thf  committee  to  become  a 
part  of  the  record  at  the  hearings. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  council  resolution 
No.  358-S15  by  which  the  Business  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes 
of  Oklahoma  approved  and  recom¬ 
mended  the  bill  I  am  today  introducing 
on  their  behalf,  and  that  the  bill  also 
may  be  panted  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  President,  the  Cheyennes  and 
Arapahoes  have  waited  long  enough  for 
these  funds  which  are  rightfully  theirs, 
and  I  certainly  hope  this  bill  will  be 
considered  and  passed  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

\The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair).  The  bill  will  be 
rece/ed  and  appropriately  referred;  and, 
without  objection,  the  bill  and  council 
resolution  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bilk.  (S.  1933)  to  provide  for  the 
dispositions^  judgment  funds  now  on 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  Cheyenne- 
Arapaho  Tribes  of  Oklahoma,  introduced 
by  Mr.  Harris  (fbr  himself  and  Mr.  Mon- 
rone  y)  ,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ul¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1933 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Seftqte  and  -House 
of  Representatives  of  the  U-nifed  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  distribute  and  expend  the  funds 
on  deposit  in  the  Treasury  of  the\United 
States  to  the  credit  of  the  CheyenneSArap- 
aho  Tribes  of  Oklahoma  that  were  appropri¬ 
ated  by  the  Act  of  October  31,  1965  (79  Scat. 
1133),  in  satisfaction  of  the  settlement  amj 
compromise  of  claims  of  said  tribes  againstX 
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the  United  States  in  the  Indian  Claims  Com¬ 
mission  in  dockets  numbered  329A  and  329B, 
together  with  the  interest  accured  thereon, 
as  herein  provided. 

Sec.  2,  $500,000  of  said  funds  shall  be  held 
in  trust Vor  the  purpose  of  providing  edu¬ 
cation  anch  scholarships  for  members  of  said 
tribes  pursuant  to  a  trust  agreement  to  be 
made  and  entered  into  by  and  between  said 
tribes,  as  grantor,  and  a  national  banking 
association  located  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma, 
as  trustee  which  thust  agreement  shall  be  au¬ 
thorized  and  approved  by  the  tribal  govern¬ 
ing  body  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary \>f  the  Interior  shall 
distribute  remaining  funds  per  capita  to  all 
persons  alive  on  the  date  of  this  Act  whose 
names  appear  on  the  membership  roll  of  the 
Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes  of\pklahoma  or 
who,  on  the  date  of  this  Act,  Vere  eligible 
for  membership,  hereinafter  reffefred  to  as 
“enrollees”,  as  follows: 

(a)  a  share  payable  to  an  enrcHlee  not 
less  than  twenty-one  years  of  age  shall  be 
paid  direct  inone  payment  to  such  enfollee, 
except  as  provided  in  subsections  (b)  \nd 
(c)  of  this  section; 

(b)  a  share  payable  to  an  enrollee  dyir 
after  the  date  of  this  Act  shall  be  distributed N 
to  his  heirs  or  legatees  upon  the  filing  of 
proof  of  death  and  inheritance  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  his  au¬ 
thorized  representative,  whose  findings  and 
determinations  upon  such  proof  shall  be  final 
and  conclusive;  Provided,  That  if  a  share  of 
such  deceased  enrollee,  or  a  portion  thereof, 
is  payable  to  an  heir  or  legatee  under  twenty- 
one  years  of  age  or  under  legal  disability, 
the  same  shall  be  paid  and  held  in  trust 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section; 

(c)  a  share  or  proportional  share  payable 
to  an  enrollee  or  person  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age  or  to  an  enrollee  or  person  under 
legal  disability  shall  be  paid  and  held  in  trust 
for  such  enrollee  or  person  pursuant  to  a 
trust  agreement  to  be  made  and  entered  into 
by  and  between  the  Cheyenne-Arapaho 
Tribes  of  Oklahoma,  as  grantor,  and  a  na¬ 
tional  banking  association  located  in  the 
State  of  Oklahoma,  as  trustee,  which  trust 
agreement  shall  be  authorized  and  approved 
by  the  tribal  governing  body  and  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  All  claims  for  per  capita  shares, 
whether  by  a  living  enrollee  or  by  the  heirs  or 
legatees  of  a  deceased  enrollee,  shall  be  filed 
with  the  Area  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs,  Anadarko,  Oklahoma,  not 
later  than  three  years  from  the  date  of  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  Act.  Thereafter,  all  claims  and, 
the  right  to  file  same  shall  be  forever  barre 
and  the  unclaimed  shares  shall  revert  to  tfie 
tribes. 

(b)  Tribal  funds  that  revert  to  the  bribes 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  Section, 
including  interest  and  income  therefrom, 
may  be  advanced  or  expended  foi/any  pur¬ 
pose  that  is  authorized  by  the  tribal  govern¬ 
ing  body.  ' 

Sec.  5.  No  part  of  any  fund/ distributed  or 
held  in  trust  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  be  subject  to  Fed  era/  or  State  income 
taxes. 

Sec.  6.  Funds  distributed  and  payments 
made  under  this  Act  shall  not  be  held  to  be 
“other  income  and  resources”,  as  that  term 
is  used  in  section/2(a)  (10)  (A) ,  402(a)(7), 
1002(a)  (8) ,  and/l402(a)  (8)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  as/ amended  (42  U.S.C.  302(a) 
(10)  (A),  602(b)  (7),  1202(a)  (8),  and  1352(a) 
(°)).  / 

Sec.  7.  J&)  All  costs  incident  to  making 
the  payments  authorized  by  this  Act,  includ- 
ing  the/ costs  of  payment  roll  preparation 
sums  as  may  be  required  to  dis¬ 
tribute  said  funds,  shall  be  paid  by  appro- 
pri/te  withdrawals  from  the  Judgment  fund 
and  Interest  on  the  Judgment  fund,  using 
/Kne  interest  fund  first. 


(b)  In  the  event  that  the  sum  of  money 
reserved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
pay  the  costs  of  distributing  said  funds  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  amount  actually  necessary  to  ac¬ 
complish  this  purpose,  the  money  remaining 
shall  revert  to  the  tribes  and  may  be  ad¬ 
vanced  or  expended  for  any  purpose  that  is 
authorized  and  approved  by  the  tribal  gov¬ 
erning  body. 

Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  prescribe  rules  and  regulations 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  council  resolution,  presented  by 
Mr.  Harris,  is  as  follows: 

Council  Resolution  No.  358-S15  of  the 
Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes  of  Oklahoma 
Whereas  an  appropriation  of  funds  to  the 
credit  of  the  Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes  of 
Oklahoma  has  been  made  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  and. 

Whereas  the  Business  Committee  of  the 
Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes  of  Oklahoma  has 
deliberated  and  studied  at  length  the  proper 
disposition  of  said  funds,  and. 

Whereas  a  proposed  Act  has  been  approved 
by  said  Business  Committee  for  submission  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  setting 
forth  the  desired  disposition  of  said  funds: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Business  Committee  of 
the  Cheyenne-Arapaho  Tribes  of  Oklahon 
does  hereby  adopt,  ratify,  approve  and  recq 
mend  the  attached  proposed  Act  whioh  is 
incorporated  by  reference  as  if  fully  e^t  out 
herein;  Vnd  be  it  further 

Resolve d.  That  legal  counsel  for  the  Chey¬ 
enne-Arapaho  Tribes  of  Oklahoma  be  and  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed'  to  forward 
said  attached 'proposed  Act  ana  this  Resolu¬ 
tion  to  appropriate  members  of  the  Okla¬ 
homa  Congressional  Delegation  for  introduc¬ 
tion  and  passage\by  tins'  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and\su)»sequent  enactment 
into  law. 

Lawrenc/'R.  Hart,  Chairman. 

Attest: 

JuaniiZ  L.  Learned,  Secretary. 


MESS(y3E  FROM  TH  E\HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House\of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  Its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  (S.  Con.  Res.  32)  continuing\the 
Jpint  Committee  on  the  OrganizationNpf 
le  Congress. 


SECURITY  COUNCIL  DEBATE  ON, 

VIETNAM  SHOULD  BE  WEL-  ' 

COME 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  al¬ 
though  the  Security  Council  is  now  im¬ 
mersed  in  the  matter  of  the  critical,  deli¬ 
cate,  and  dangerous  situation  in  the 
Middle  East  and  is  giving  it  priority  in 
consideration — as  it  should — I  would  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  the  matter  of  Viet¬ 
nam  would  not  be  avoided,  stalled,  or 
held  up  when  the  pending  Mideast  situ¬ 
ation  is  resolved. 

Although  the  conflict  in  Vietnam  races 
on,  gathering  a  momentum  which 
threatens  the  peace  of  the  entire  world, 
the  United  Nations  machinery  for  apply¬ 
ing  the  brakes  remains  idle.  There  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  a  reluctance  to  undertake  an 
open  international  debate  on  Vietnam. 
There  appears  to  be  a  fear  that  the 
United  Nations  would  be  used  as  a  propa¬ 
ganda  forum,  or  that  there  would  be 
criticism  which  would  embarrass  the 
United  States  or  other  nations,  or  that 


the  debate  would  exacerbate  existing/ 
tension.  These  fears  are  well  founded  bv 
misplaced. 

To  be  sure,  the  debate  of  Viet/am 
may  be  hostile  and  acrimonious/ Thin 
skins  may  bruise  and  ears  may  hum  by 
Such  a  debate.  But  an  escalatior/of  words 
on  Vietnam  ought  not  to  alarm;  it  is  the 
escalation  of  war  which  gi^hs  deepening 
cause  for  concern. 

Open  debate  in  the  Security  Council 
is  something  the  world/should  welcome, 
not  fear.  It  is  the  toading  of  words  in 
place  of  the  exchange  of  blows  among 
all  the  parties  con/erned  that  a  rational 
peace  will  be  obtained.  The  Security 
Council  offers  a/setting  in  which  to  begin 
the  former.  The  Cochairmen  of  the  Ge¬ 
neva  Conference — the  United  Kingdom 
and  the  Soviet  Union — are  permanent 
member /states.  Two  members  of  the 
Genev/ International  Control  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Indochina — India  and  Canada — 
are /iso  members  of  the  Security  Coun¬ 
cil  The  third  member,  Poland,  a  U.N. 

ember,  could  be  invited  to  participate 
in  the  discussion,  along  with  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China,  South  Vietnam,  the 
National  Liberation  Front,  North  Viet¬ 
nam,  and  any  other  government  or  group 
whose  presence  might  be  of  some  rele¬ 
vance  to  negotiations.  To  be  sure,  re¬ 
fusals  to  attend  may  be  forthcoming,  but 
all  should  be  invited  and  the  invitations 
should  be  left  open. 

The  United  States  could  take  an  im¬ 
mediate  initiative,  once  the  Mideast  mat¬ 
ter  is  out  of  the  way,  in  bringing  about 
this  vitally  needed  discussion  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  in  the  Security  Council.  More  than 
a  year  ago  the  United  States  took  a  step 
in  this  direction  and  succeeded  in  getting 
the  question  placed  on  the  Security 
Council’s  agenda.  However,  the  United 
States  did  not  ask  for  full  debate  at  that 
time,  nor  did  it  press  for  a  vote. 

Whatever  the  reason  then  for  the  still¬ 
born  initiative,  the  present  circumstances 
would  appear  to  urge  another  try  with 
greater  persistence.  The  overall  picture 
has  changed  from  a  year  ago.  Many  other 
Initiatives  have  been  tried  and  have 
failed  in  the  interim;  secret  diplomacy 
has  been  singularly  ineffective.  The  U.N. 

ecretary  General  in  his  personal  capac¬ 
ity  has  tried  without  success. 

full  and  open  discussion  before  the 
U.N.Na  clearly  warranted.  If  for  no  other 
reasoiX  it  is  warranted  in  an  effort  to  get 
clearly  the  record  a  position  of  the 
various  attitudes  which  are  involved  in 
this  conflict,.  Certainly,  there  is  likely  to 
be  criticism*,  directed  against  us,  as 
against  all  participants,  but  it  is  better 
to  discuss  this\riticism  openly  than  to 
ignore  it  or  pretend  it  does  not  exist. 
The  possibilities  oX  criticism  in  no  way 
dilutes  the  responsibility  for  finding  a 
satisfactory  basis  for  ending  the  conflict. 

It  would  be  my  hope \hat  the  Security 
Council  will  soon  extend*  a  formal  and 
unequivocal  invitation  to  all  involved  in 
Vietnam  to  participate  in  a  qiscussion  of 
the  situation.  It  would  be  rsv  further 
hope  that  all  those  invited  would  attend 
and  present  their  views.  Whethek  or  not 
they  do,  however,  at  least  the  Security 
Council,  by  its  invitation,  would  nave 
begun  to  face  up  to  the  responsibility 
which  is  composed  by  Vietnam.  At  leas 
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F  HLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  public  debt  limi\ increase  bill. 

HOUSE 

1*  DEBT  LIMIT.  The  Ways  and/fieans  Committee  reoorted  H.  R.'\p867,  to  increase  the 
public  debt  limit  (H.  Rept,  368).  p.  H7395 


2.  FOOD  STAMP.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  953,  to  continue  the  food  stamp 

program.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed,  pp.  H7375-6 

3.  WATER  POLLUTION/  Rep.  Cramer  criticized  the  administration  of  the  Xaler  pollu¬ 

tion  control  Program  and  inserted  an  article,  "Congress  Ordered  Fas\Action, 
But — Pollut/on  Agency  Trickles  Along."  pp.  H7376-7 

k.  HIGHWAY  BEAUTIFICATION.  Rep.  Cramer  criticized  the  administration  of  theN^igh- 
way  beautification  program,  pp.  H7377-8 

5.  MEAT/INSPECTION.  Rep.  Everett  commended  the  administration's  proposal  to  amenc 
the  Meat  Inspection  Act,  "through  which  the  inspection  of  our  meat  supply 
rould  be  greatly  strengthened  and  the  consumer  better  protected." 
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6. \F00D  FOR  INDIA*  Rep.  Resnick  criticized  India's  Prime  Minister  Gandhi's  remarl 
\ that  "India  is  not  getting  aid  without  pressure,"  and  stated  that  it  is  time 

we  stopped  "inflicting"  our  aid  upon  India*  pp.  H7391-2 

7.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Boggs  announced  that  on  Mon.  the  House  will  ha/e  the 
Consent  Calendar  and  five  suspensions  including  H.  R.  U80,  extending  thb  act 
relatirtg  to  the  acquisition  of  wetlands  for  conservation  of  migratory  waterfowl 
and  H.  R\  H82,  authorizing  an  increase  in  fee  for  migratory  bird  hunting  stamp; 
on  Tues.,^he  Private  Calendar,  followed  by  the  conference  report  on  the  draft* 
bill,  and  HY  R.  10U80,  to  prohibit  desecration  of  the  flag;  and  qn  Wed.  the 
public  debt  X/iit  increase  bill,  p.  H737U 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  R,  10738,  the  Defense  appropriation /ill  recently  passed 
by  the  House  cont^ns  a  provision  requiring  the  procuremenyof  U.  S.  produced 
food,  clothing,  cotton,  woven  silk  or  woven  silk  blends,  spun  silk  yarn,  or  wool 
except,  to  the  extent  that  (l)  satisfactory  quality  or/quanity  cannot  be 
procured  when  needed  at  U.S.  market  prices  and  (2)  procurements  outside  the 
U.S.  in  support  of  combat  operations. 

9.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  T^,  p.  H7395 

SENATE 

10.  FARM  CREDIT.  Sen,  Ellender  inserted  his  speeafi  on  the  farm  credit  system  and 

stated,  "The  Federal  land  bank  system  is  or/  of  the  most  successful  creations 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  has  /rved/6ur  farmers  and  the  Nation  well  over 
the  years."  pp,  S8360-2 

11.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Scott  \nserted  several  letters  from  various 

State  Governors  commenting  favorably/on  S \99>  the  proposed  Comprehensive 
Planning  and  Coordination  Act  of  l/6l.  pp.\s8362-£ 

12.  WATER,  Sen.  Moss  inserted  an  ai/icle,  "The  Hard  Facts  of  Colorado  River,"  and 

stated,  "It  becomes  more  evident  each  day  that  there  is  simply  not  enough 
water  in  the  Colorado  River  to  meet  the  compact  apportionments  to  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basin  States,  and  that  we  cannot  authorize  the  central  Arizona  project,  ^ 
or  any  other  large  projec/ until  we  can  find  new  SDii^ces  of  water."  pp.  S8370-Q 

13.  COSPONSORS.  Sen.  Mondalb  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  s\l6U2,  the  proposed  Rural 

Recreation  and  Indus^ial  Development  Loan  Act  of  1967j  and  Sen.  Smith  was  added 
as  a  cosponsor  to  S/1796,  to  impose  quotas  on  the  importation  of  certain  tex¬ 
tiles,  pp.  S83U6-7 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

lU.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Griffin  inserted  an  article,  "Pollution  Key 'Seen  In 
Canadian  Rivers" ,  which  offers  a  plan  which  could  assist  Canada  and\the  U 
to  meet  cpfnmon  problems  of  water  levels,  water  pollution,  and  conse 
pp .  A3063-I4. 


S. 


tion. 


19.  IN TERG0VERI JMEN TA L  RELATIONS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Ullman  commendiL 

and /inserting  an  address  which  "deals  with  specific  ways  that  officials  at\ll 
eyels  are  beginning  to  develop  a  more  effective  working  partnership,  which 
^sence  is  the  paramount  goal  of  creative  federalism."  pp.  A3080-2 
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icmselves  in  a  state  of  permanent  war 
against  Israel.  Three  times  since  her  dif¬ 
ficult  birth  in  1948,  Israel  has  shown  the 
abilitV  in  such  circumstances  to  repulse 
aggressive  incursions,  as  she  did  so  hero¬ 
ically  last  week. 

Israel  luvs  neither  the  means  nor  the 
will  to  destroy  her  Arab  neighbors.  One 
need  only  speculate  in  horror  about  what 
might  have  occurred  had  the  military 
balance  tilted  the  other  way.  Israel’s 
strength  and  determination  saved  the 
situation.  Now  an  enduring  peace  must 
be  constructed. 

The  Arab  States  'ifelieve  that  the 
longer  they  delay  meaningful  negotia¬ 
tions,  the  greater  will  become  the  pres¬ 
sure  for  Israel  to  accept  sonaething  close, 
to  the  status  quo  ante.  In\195(L  Israel 
bowed  to  diplomatic  pressure  in  ex¬ 
change  for  promised  diplomaticNguaran- 
tees  and  returned  to  her  1949  frontiers, 
only  to  have  the  use  of  the  Suez  ISanal 
denied  to  her,  border  harassment  con¬ 
tinue,  and  finally,  when  Nasser  fslt 
strong  enough,  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba 
blocked  and  the  call  of  “holy  war”  raised'' 
against  her. 

The  gallant  nation  of  Israel  must 
never  be  so  threatened  again. 

The  United  States,  as  a  world  power 
and  as  a  friend  of  Israel,  has  an  historic 
opportunity  to  use  its  influence  toward 
achieving  a  permanent  settlement.  We 
had  this  chance  in  1949;  we  had  it  in. 
1957;  if  we  pass  it  up  in  1967,  in  all  like-’ 
lihood  we  shall  be  confronted  with  an¬ 
other  Middle  Eastern  war  in  1977,  when 
resentments  are  deeper  and  weapons 
stronger. 

In  this  era  of  cold  war  there  have  been 
too  many  armistice  agreements  and  too 
few  settlements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  proceedings  of  the 
United  Nations  during  the  past  weeks 
were  cause  for  grave  disappointment. 
The  U.N.  emergency  force  was  with¬ 
drawn  from  the  Gaza  strip  and  Sharm  el- 
Sheikh  without  consultation  and  with 
most  serious  consequences.  The  Security 
Council  debates  consisted  of  the  hurling 
of  charges  and  countercharges,  the  vent¬ 
ing  of  anger,  with  little  cooperative 
diplomacy. 

Nevertheless,  let  us  not  forget  that  th§ 
existence  of  the  United  Nations  provide 
the  vehicle  for  an  early  cease-fire,  that 
Syrian  and  Israel  commanders  came  to 
agreement  in  United  Nations  headquar¬ 
ters  in  Quineitera,  and  that  in  /his  at¬ 
mosphere  of  mutual  hostility/and  sus¬ 
picion  the  United  Nations  aegis  still  of¬ 
fers  a  hope  for  the  initiation  of  direct 
negotiations. 

This  crisis  has  again'  demonstrated 
that  the  United  Nations  cannot  play  a 
useful  role  unless  it  ys  supported  by  the 
great  powers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the'Soviet  Union  must  be 
made  to  realize  ttiat  a  settlement  in  the 
Middle  East  is  /n  the  Soviet  interest  as 
well  as  in  the  interest  of  world  peace. 
The  Soviets/made  a  grave  tactical  and 
diplomatic/blunder  when  they  encour¬ 
aged  Nasser’s  designs.  It  is  deplorable 
that  thysoviets  have  continued  on  a  dan- 
gerouy  course,  risking  a  wider  war.  They 
must/ cease  to  supply  arms  to  the  Arab 
nations. 

[f  a  stable  and  peaceful  Middle  East  is 
the  interest  of  ourselves  and  the  So¬ 


viet  Union,  it  is  certainly  in  the  interest 
of  the  principals.  Political  hatreds  have 
obstructed  the  peaceful  development  of 
the  waters  of  the  Jordan.  A  million 
Arabs  are  in  a  state  of  semipermanent 
homelessness  and  hopelessness  because 
of  political  hatreds.  Poor  countries  have 
had  to  devote  a  burdensome  portion  of 
their  resources  to  armaments,  and  each 
spiral  of  armaments  has  generated  a  new 
cycle  of  hatreds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  the  partition  agree¬ 
ment  of  1947,  Israel  has  been  encircled 
by  hostile  neighbors. 

Her  fighting  spirit  has  been  forged 
through  20  years  of  a  continuing  strug¬ 
gle  for  survival  as  she  has  been  subjected 
to  a  steady  campaign  against  her  very 
existence.  The  Arab  States  have  done 
everything  in  their  power  militarily,  po¬ 
litically,  and  diplomatically  to  destroy 
Israel.  In  defiance  of  international 
treaty  obligations  and  of  the  Security 
Council  resolution  of  1951,  Israel  ship¬ 
ping  has  been  denied  the  use  of  the  Suez 
Canal;  Arab  States  boycott  companies 
which  do  business  with  Israel  and  ships 
rhich  call  at  Israel  ports.  For  20  year: 
■ael  has  lived  with  commando  raids  az/d 
terrorists  acts  knowing  that  only  /her 
strength  prevented  her  destruction 

The\  Arab  States  are  so  bent  dh  de¬ 
stroying.  Israel  that  they  have  even  un- 
dertaken\.cts  contrary  to  theiprown  self- 
interest. 

One  and  three-tenths  million  refugees 
are  deliberately  kept  in  a/fcate  of  degra¬ 
dation  and  agitation  because  of  the 
promise  that  tnfcy  will7  one  day  return 
to  Palestine.  To  \he/ half  million  who 
have  never  seen  Israel,  home  is  the  ref¬ 
ugee  camp;  and  resettlement  is  not  ac¬ 
complished.  Ref/gee  commando  groups, 
such  as  the  “Palestine  Liberation  Army, 
have  been  created. 

In  1955  arilan  to  develop 'tooperatively 
the  waters  of  the  Jordan,  xwhich  was 
agreed  tj/by  Israel  and  Arab  technicians, 
was  rejected  by  the  Arab  governments, 
only  /to  spite  Israel.  In  1964  ar\  Arab 
sumhiit  meeting  sought  to  divert,  the 
Jordan,  which  would  have  retarded  Dpth 
Sraeli  and  Arab  development. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  hatreds,  resent' 
ments,  terrorism,  and  acts  of  both  eco 
nomic  and  military  warfare  of  the  past 
20  years  are  to  cease  once  and  for  all, 
then  there  must  be  direct  negotiations 
between  the  Arab  States  and  Israel.  The 
details  of  a  settlement  are  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  parties,  but  the  United 
States  would  be  abdicating  its  responsir 
bility  if  it  did  not  use  its  influence  to 
encouraging  negotiations  to  begin. 

As  long  as  Israel  feels  that  mainte¬ 
nance  of  her  present  positions  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  her  security,  it  is  not  reasonable 
to  expect  Israel  to  relinquish  whatever 
territory  she  occupied  at  the  time  of  the 
cease-fire  until  a  peace  settlement  is 
achieved. 

In  order  to  achieve  a  just  and  endur¬ 
ing  peace  in  the  Middle  East,  there  are 
certain  objectives  which  must  be  met. 

The  most  fundamental,  and  the  key  to 
any  settlement,  is  the  acceptance  by  the 
Arab  nations  of  the  reality  of  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  Israel.  As  Abba  Eban  said  before 
the  United  Nations  on  June  6 : 

The  first  of  these  principles  surely  must 
be  the  acceptance  of  Israel’s  Statehood  and 


the  total  elimination  of  the  fiction  of  its  noiy 
existence.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  after 
3,000  years  the  time  has  arrived  to  a 
Israel’s  nationhood  as  a  fact.  Here  isf  the 
only  State  in  the  international  community 
which  has  the  same  territory,  speaks  the 
same  language  and  upholds  the  sarpe  faith  as 
it  did  3,000  years  ago. 

A  much  more  conscious  and/uninhibited 
acceptance  of  Israel’s  Statehood  is  an  axiom 
requiring  no  demonstration.  2*here  will  never 
be  a  Middle  East  without/ an  independent 
and  sovereign  State  of  Ikrael  in  its  midst. 

Second,  Israel  must  have  access  to 
international  waterways.  The  closing  of 
the  Gulf  of  Aqabd  was  the  act  of  ag¬ 
gression  which  precipitated  the  recent 
conflict.  The  right  of  innocent  passage 
through  the /Strait  of  Tiran  must  be 
maintained/Also  Israel  must  not  be  de¬ 
nied  free  transit  through  the  Suez  Canal. 
The  right  to  use  the  Suez  was  guaran¬ 
teed  to/Israel  long  ago,  yet  the  promises 
have  hot  been  carried  out.  There  must 
be  ah  end  to  blockades  and  boycotts 
which  interfere  with  peaceful  commerce. 
'A  peace  settlement  must  guarantee  the 
Dorders  of  Israel  so  that  Israel  will  no 
longer  be  confronted  with  the  infiltration 
of  commandos,  the  shelling  of  settle¬ 
ments  and  the  massing  of  invasion  forces. 
The  United  States,  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
other  nations  must  help  both  within  and 
without  the  United  Nations  to  guarantee 
the  territorial  integrity  of  Israel. 

The  Arab  refugee  question  has  per¬ 
sisted  for  years.  Now  is  the  time  to  re¬ 
solve  it.  In  the  past  Israel  has  offered 
compensation,  but  the  Arab  States  have 
preferred  to  keep  the  refugee  camps  as 
a  political  issue  rather  than  absorbing 
the  refugees  into  the  local  economy.  The 
United  States,  which  has  contributed  the 
most  to  UNRRA,  should  insist  that  an 
effective  plan  be  formulated  for  resettle¬ 
ment  and  compensation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  opportunity  is  at 
hand  to  resolve  the  problems  which  have 
festered  for  so  long  and  to  achieve  last¬ 
ing  stability  in  the  Middle  East.  This  will 
require  an  end  to  the  arms  race  and  the 
concomitant  tensions  to  which  the  So¬ 
viets  have  constantly  contributed.  It  will 
require  the  cooperation  of  the  great  pow¬ 
ers.  It  will  require  a  long  range  economic 
development  concept  for  the  entire  re- 
pon.  In  the  final  analysis,  it  will  re¬ 
lire  a  willingness  on  the  part  of  the 
Arab  States  to  live  in  peace — and  that 
is  aij  that  Israel  has  ever  asked — the 
right\o  live  in  peace.  If  the  severe  suffer¬ 
ing  aiKi  deprivation  of  the  past  20  years 
is  to  be  overcome,  then  this  historic  op- 
portunity \or  a  lasting  peace  must  not  be 
allowed  to  escape  us. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  TO 
S.  953,  AMENDING  FOOD  STAMP 
ACT  OF  1964 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  (S.  953)  an  act  to  amend 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  with  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  thereto,  insist  on 
the  House  amendments  and  agree  to  the 
conference  requested  by  the  Senate. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
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POAGE,  GATHINGS,  STUBBLEFIELD,  BELCHER, 

and  Teague  of  California. 

- - V 

FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ADMINISTRATION:  AN 

AWARD  FOk  THE  WORST  ADMIN¬ 
ISTERED  FEDERAL  AGENCY  OF 

FISCAL  YEAR '4967? 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  nis  remarks  in  the 
body  of  the  Record  an<I  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  material.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April 
25  and  26  of  this  year,  the  Subcommittee 
on  Rivers  and  Harbors  of  Nthe  House 
Committee  on  Public' Works, Nthe  com¬ 
mittee  on  which  I  have  the  privilege  of 
serving  as  the  ranking  minority  member, 
held  hearings  on  the  progress  of  thuEed- 
eral  water  pollution  control  progranvand 
its  administration  or  lack  thereof  by  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Admim 
istration — FWPCA — an  agency  estab-N 
lished  in  the  Water  Quality  Act  of  1965 
within  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare — HEW — which 
agency  was  then  abruptly  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  by  the 
President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
of  1966. 

The  Federal  water  pollution  control 
program,  those  who  favored  the  reor¬ 
ganization  argued,  had  been  plagued  for 
some  time  by  the  lack  of  priority  given 
to  it  within  the  Public  Health  Service. 
The  1965  act  established  the  FWPCA  as 
a  separate  agency  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  give  it  the  organizational  status  which 
the  committee  and  the  Congress  felt  were 
required  to  effectively  carry  out  the  im¬ 
portant  Federal  water  pollution  control 
effort. 

But  without  even  consulting  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  which  has  legis¬ 
lative  jurisdiction  over  this  all-impor¬ 
tant  program,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  shot  up  to  Congress  a  re¬ 
organization  plan,  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  of  1966,  which,  when  effectuated, 
transferred  the  FWPCA  from  HEW  to 
Interior. 

During  consideration  in  Congress  of 
that  reorganization  plan,  I  and  many/ 
other  Members  of  Congress  expressed 
serious  concern  over  the  possible  effects 
this  transfer  could  have  on  the  overall 
administration  of  the  program.  We  had 
thought,  in  setting  up  the  FWPCA  in 
the  1965  act,  that  everything/  was  al¬ 
right  and  that  the  program  /could  then 
be  administered  smoothly  ajfd  with  ade¬ 
quate  organizational  status.  Yet  the 
President  was  determined  to  have  still 
another  agency-shaking  transfer,  and 
the  reorganization  pteh  was  put  into  ef¬ 
fect.  This  was  done  despite  our  cries  that 
the  FWPCA  was  aeung  to  lose  competent 
personnel  in  thi^  field  where  competent 
personnel  is  hard  to  come  by.  But  “Oh, 
no!”,  said  the/administration  spokesmen. 
We  were  assured  by  them  in  testimony 
before  a  subcommittee  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  ml  Government  Operations  that 
everything  was  going  to  be  rosy  with  the 
transfer,  and  that  no  one  in  FWPCA  was 
discontent  with  the  transfer,  that  the 
program  would  suffer  absolutely  no  loss 
•  effectiveness  or  efficiency. 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  testimony  presented 
by  the  administration  witnesses  before 
-*the  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Har¬ 
bors  several  weeks  ago  in  response  to  in¬ 
quiries  by  the  subcommittee  members 
surely  reveals  that  the  administration 
of  this  program  is  suffering — and  suffer¬ 
ing  very  badly.  Some  60  percent  of  the 
PHS  personnel  are  no  longer  with  the 
agency. 

In  my  seven  terms  in  Congress  and  on 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  I  have 
never  known  of  a  Federal  program  of 
such  importance  as  this  one,  and  in  which 
the  administration  has  pushed  so  hard 
for  “emergency”  congressional  increased 
authorization,  being  so  badly  adminis¬ 
tered.  Perhaps  it  is  not  so  much  that  the 
FWPCA  heirarchy  is  badly  administer¬ 
ing  the  program  as  it  is  that  they  just 
are  not  administering  period.  It  goes  far 
beyond  the  shakeup  which  can  naturally 
be  expected  by  transferring  an  agency 
vfrom  one  department  to  another.  It  is 
something  much  more  than  this. 

Ir.  Speaker,  I  say  to  the  Congress 
thjbt  has  acted  decisively  on  Federal 
water  pollution  control  legislation  on 
many\occasions  that  something  is  very, 
very  wrong  with  the  administration  m 
this  program,  And  I  am  not  alone/in 
this  opinion.  I  believe  I  am  joined/m  it 
by  many  of\my  colleagues  on  thg  com¬ 
mittee  and  in.  the  Congress,  by  count¬ 
less  State  ancKlocal  administrators,  by 
engineering  consultants  in  tbfis  complex 
field,  and  even  hv  publications  winch 
concern  themselvesNjvith  jrater  resources 
management. 

On  April  27,  I  inserfc^d  in  the  Record, 
on  pages  H4789  to  H479\thereof,  an  ar¬ 
ticle  from  the  December  k  1966,  issue  of 
the  Engineering  Nfews-Record,  a  most  re¬ 
spected  professional  publication.  That 
article  showed/  the  gross  inenmiency  in 
the  administration  of  the  program,  in  the 
area  of  coijrt  ruction  of  sewage  treatment 
works. 

Mr.  S{Seaker,  May  10  marked  the  afoni- 
versa ,w  of  the  effectuation  of  the  trans¬ 
fer  inquired  by  Reorganization  Plan  Nc 
2  of  1966.  There  were  not  any  celebra-'' 
^6ns  in  the  Nation  that  day  on  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  FWPCA’s  first  year  under 
Interior.  In  my  opinion,  the  progress  of 
the  program  under  FWPCA  is  little 
further  along  today  than  it  was  when  re¬ 
organized  last  year.  The  agency  itself  is 
more  poorly  staffed  and  more  organized 
than  it  was  on  May  10,  1966. 

The  hearings  before  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors  bear  out  every- 
f  thing  that  I  am  saying  here  today. 

To  further  point  out  my  contentions 
here  today,  Mr.  Speaker,  under  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  I  include  in  my  remarks  at 
this  point,  an  article  from  the  Engineer¬ 
ing  News-Record  of  Thursday,  May  4, 
entitled  “Congress  Ordered  Fast  Action, 
But — Pollution  Agency  Trickles  Along.” 
This  article  well  points  out  the  sorry 
state  of  affairs  down  at  FWPCA. 

•  As  the  article’s  opening  paragraph 
points  out: 

The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad¬ 
ministration  (FWPCA)  marks  its  first  year 
in  the  Department  of  Interior  next  week. 
But  in  the  words  of  one  bitter  official  “there 
probably  won’t  be  a  party  because  I  doubt 
if  we  could  organize  one.” 


No  one  could  have  said  it  better  than 
that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

After  asking  for  a  $450  million  an 

thorization  in  fiscal  year  1968  the _ 

dent  only  required  $2  million,  giving  it 
low  priority,  while  increasing  highway 
beautification  from  $80  million  to  $160 
million,  demonstration  cities  requested 
from  about  $100  to  $615  millioj/and  OEO 
poverty  by  25  percent. 

This  shows  lack  of  realty  in  setting 
priorities. 

This  proves  a  downgrading  of  water 
pollution  control. 

This  proves  a  downgrading  of  ongo¬ 
ing,  proven,  and  nraessary  programs  in 
order  to  finance  new. 

The  article  follows: 

Congress  Ordered  Fast  Action,  But — Pollu¬ 
tion  Whence  Trickles  Along 

The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad¬ 
ministration  (FWPCA)  marks  its  first  year 
in  the  Department  of  Interior  next  week. 
But  iiythe  words  of  one  bitter  official  “there 
probjjbly  won’t  be  a  party  because  I  doubt 
if  wfe  could  organize  one.” 

Irganization  is  a  dirty  word  in  the  federal 
government’s  newest  dirty  water  agency. 
'Established  by  Congress  16  months  ago  as  an 
arm  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  in  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  FWPCA  no  sooner  got  its  feet  on  the 
ground  than  it  was  shifted  to  Interior  on 
May  10,  1966,  under  a  presidential  organi¬ 
zation  plan. 

Secretary  of  Interior  Stewart  Udall  pre¬ 
dicted  great  things:  “1966  will  be  the  year 
of  action  in  water  pollution  control.” 

But  most  of  the  action  during  the  past 
year  has  centered  on  getting  organized  and 
helping  the  states  get  their  water  quality 
standards  ready  before  the  July  1  deadline. 
Many  of  the  agency’s  other  activities  have 
suffered  as  a  result. 

Personnel  is  still  one  of  the  agency’s  biggest 
headaches.  Of  326  commissioned  PHS  officers 
asked  to  make  the  transfer  to  Interior,  165 
decided  they’d  rather  fight  than  switch.  The 
gap  they  left  is  not  yet  entirely  filled. 

The  job  of  assistant  commissioner  for 
facilities,  which  carries  the  responsibility  of 
the  construction  grants  part  of  the  program, 
is  vacant.  Mrs.  Aleda  Evans,  former  adminis¬ 
trative  assistant  to  FWPCA  Commissioner 
Jame  M.  Quigley,  is  temporarily  serving  as 
legislative  liaison  officer. 

About  22  of  the  29  top  men  in  FWPCA  are 
sttfi  listed  as  acting  assistant  commissioner 
or  division  chief,  because  their  jobs  were 
reviewed  and  changed  after  the  shift  and, 
according  to  Quigley:  “It  took  forever  for  us 
to  write-up  the  jobs  and  submit  the  new 
job  descriptions  to  the  Civil  Service  for 
approval.” 

With  or  Without  full  job  titles,  many  of 
the  top  officials  may  need  a  road  map  to 
find  their  way  t\  work.  The  agency  is  perched 
in  two  buildings\on  Indiana  Ave.  and  will 
probably  need  space  in  a  third  soon.  The 
main  building  (called  a  fleatrap  by  one  staff 
member  and  a  firetrap  by  another)  is  a 
rented  beehive  of  activity;  maintenance  men 
plane  door  bottoms  so  they  clear  the  rugs; 
telephone  men  roam  about  to  keep  phones 
and  moving  staff  membersNtogether. 

The  construction  grants  division  is  at  full 
staff,  but  acting  division  Chief  Vhomas  Ferry 
wishes  it  wasn’t.  His  section  w!ss  slated  to 
have  a  roster  of  195,  but  that  waN  when  the 
agency  expected  to  have  a  total  staffiof  2,800. 
When  Interior  ordered  a  freeze  at  z)J00,  he 
was  told  to  level  off  at  165.  Earl  J.  Anderson, 
acting  assistant  commissioner  for  technical 

programs  admits  his  staff  isn’t  orga , 

and  says  he  expects  to  replace  lost  PI 
people  “in  about  a  year.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  /fcoth  Houses  agreed  to  revised  food  stamp  bill.  House  committee  voted 
to  report  J£EA  supplemental  financing  bill.  Rep.  Betts  introduced  and  discussed  bill 
to  require  status  report  on  development  of  accounting  systems  to  implement  p*^- 
grammj/ng-budgeting  systems. 


SENATE 


1.  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  subs  l  u  e  . 

953,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  food  stamp  program.  e  revis 
authorizes  $200  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1968  and  $225  million  for  the  - 
cal  year  1969  and  provides  that  only  appropriations  made  from  the  general  fun 
of  the  Treasury  for  this  specific  purpose  may  be  used  to  carry  th® 

The  House  then  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  by  a  vote  of  ° 

bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  S13245-6,  H12120-3 


>PROPRIATIONS.  Continued  consideration  of  H.  R.  9960,  the  independant  offic/s 
id  HUD  appropriation  bill.  pp.  S13232-3,  S13236-61 


RURAL\  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Bennett  urged  the  enactment  of  S.  2134,  the  proposed 
Rural\job  Development  Act  of  1967.  pp.  S13214-5 


ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Pearson  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  47,  to  create  a  Commission  on 


the  Operation  of  the  Executive  Branch,  to  study  the  organization  and  function¬ 
ing  of  the  Federal  bureaucracy  for  a  2-year  period  and  make  recon^endations  to 
Congress,  pp*  S13172-4 


POVERTY.  Sen.  j\ckson  submitted  an  amendment  to  S.  2388,  the  /proposed  Economic 
Opportunity  Amendments  of  1967,  to  continue  the  present  policy  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Job\Corps  program  under  OEO.  pp.  S13179-8Q/ 


SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Sen.\Hartke  urged  enactment  of  H.  R.  12080,  the  proposed 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  and  submitted  several  amendments  to  this 
bill.  pp.  S13180-1 


COSPONSORS.  Sen.  Miller  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  1796/  to  impose  quotas  on  the 
importation  of  certain  texti\e  articles,  and  ad^/d  his  and  Sen.  Bayh’s  name  as 
cosponsors  of  this  bill!  p.  S13181 

Sens.  Clark,  Inouye,  and  Bayh.  were  added  a/  cosponsors  to  S.  2273,  to  pro¬ 
mote  interest  and  training  in  international  /agricultural  assistance,  and  Sen. 
Burdick  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  t^  S.  2348',  to  provide  for  a  Great  Prairie 
Lakes  Parkway  in  S.  D.  and  N.  D.  p\  S 13181 


WATER  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Dirksen  insertedXa  series  of  articles  and  reports  which 
point  out  ’’the  peril  to  health  and  pyrblr^  safety  involved  in  pollution  of  the 
Great  Lakes."  pp.  S13181-13207 


FARM  LOANS.  Sen.  McGovern  insert/d  an  FHA  report  on  activities  in  S.  D.  since 
the  inception  of  the  program  thorough  1966.  p\.  S13210-1 


FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  McGee  inserted  an  article,  "Topics:  What;  Foreign  Aid  Can  and 
Cannot  Do."  p.  S 132 14 


WILDLIFE.  Sen.  Yarborough  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  Con.  fees.  41,  to  provide  for  the 
setting  up  of  an  international  conference  on  conservation  of  wildlife,  and 
inserted  an  article, /Hard-Pressed  Species  can  Survive  \f  Buyers  Take  Profit 


out  of  Killing."  p/.  S13223-4 


TAX  SHARING.  Received  a  resolution  favoring  the  enactment  of\ legislation  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  Federal  tax  sharing  program,  p.'  S 13175 


RECLAMATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  'Committee 
approved  for  full  committee  consideration  H.  R.  845,  to  authorize\construction 
and  operation  of  the  Neb. -Midstate  division.  Mo.  River  Basin  project,  and  S. 

6,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  first  stage  of  the  Oahe  unit,  Jah^es  Divi¬ 
sion,  Ijo.  River  Basin  project,  S.  D.  p.  D824 


HOUSE 


14,  APPALACHIA.  Conferees  were  appointed  in  both  Houses  on  S.  602,  to  revise  an\ 
/xtend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  pp.  H12120,  S13233-* 
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tiriguished  Senator  from  Maine  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi. 
In  ourygeneration  I  do  not  know  of  any 
public  Servant  who  has  rendered  finer 
service  than  has  General  Hershey,  the 
Director  oXthe  Selective  Service  System, 
and  I  would  certainly  consider  most 
carefully  any  recommendation  or  sugges¬ 
tion  he  makes  wth  regard  to  that  Service. 
He  is  among  thXmost  competent  people 
in  Selective  ServicH,  where  there  are  very 
competent  officers.  \ 

I  do  feel,  however,  \Vlr.  President,  that 
this  is  not  the  place  t\  consider  promo¬ 
tions  for  officers  in  theNarmed  services. 
This  is  a  substantive  matter.  It  is  one 
that  should  receive  the  carlsful  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  Armed  Services  ■'Committee. 
A  bill  can  be  introduced,  and\I  am  sure 
the  Armed  Services  Committee'will  give 
it  its  most  careful  considerations  to  see 
that  something  will  be  done  for  officers 
who  find  themselves  in  the  position  in 
which  these  officers  referred  to  here  find 
themselves.  \ 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  a  bill  will  bX 
introduced  and  that  this  matter  will  re¬ 
ceive  careful  consideration.  I  feel  its 
merits  will  be  gone  into  at  that  time  and 
whatever  action  is  appropriate  will  be 
taken. 

Mrs.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  placed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  letter  sent  to  me 
from  General  Hershey,  dated  August  1. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Selective  Service  System, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  1,  1967. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnttson, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  I  am  pleased  to 
confirm  to  you  my  enthusiastic  endorsement 
of  an  amendment  which  you  have  under  con¬ 
sideration  which  will,  upon  retirement,  ad¬ 
vance  several  officers  of  the  Selective  Service 
System  in  rank  to  their  next  highest  grade 
with  entitlement  to  retired  pay  at  that  grade. 
As  I  understand,  the  amendment  which  you 
have  under  consideration  reads  as  follows: 

“Any  officer  who  has  served  with  the  Selec¬ 
tive  Service  System  in  the  position  of  a  State 
Director  of  Selective  Service  or  comparable 
executive  position  on  the  Staff  of  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  Selective  Service  for  a  period  of  fifteen 
(15)  years  will,  upon  retirement  from  active' 
duty,  be  advanced  in  rank  on  the  retired  ligt 
to  the  next  highest  pay  grade  and  be  entitled 
to  the  retired  pay  of  that  grade  as  computed 
under  appropriate  provisions  of  law  /appli¬ 
cable  to  such  person.”  / 

The  officers  affected  by  this  amendment 
through  their  long  tenure  of  outstanding 
service  to  their  State  and  Nation  richly  de¬ 
serve  this  recognition.  It  will  serve,  to  some 
extent,  to  compensate  for  tbfe  lack  of  op¬ 
portunity  for  career  advancement  assignment 
resultnig  from  their  special  assignment  to 
the  Selective  Service  System. 

I  certainly  appreciate /the  efforts  which  you 
are  making  on  behalf  ot  these  members  of  my 
staff  and  the  Selective  Service  System,  and 
assure  you  that  in /hese  efforts  you  have  my 
wholehearted  support. 

Sincerely /yours, 

/  Lewis  B.  Hershey, 

/  Director. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will/retum  to  the  consideration  of 
the  amendment  on  page  29. 

M /.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Chair  has  sustained  the  point  of  order; 
has  he  not? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
has  sustained  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Unless  there  are 
some  amendments  to  be  offered  by  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  on  the  Selective  Serv¬ 
ice  System,  the  next  item - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Page  29. 
Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Between  the  items 
for  public  buildings,  under  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  and  this  item,  there 
are  other  items  involving  GSA,  to  which, 
so  far  as  I  know,  no  amendments  are  to 
be  offered. 

The  item  for  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  appears  on  page  22  of  the 
bill. 

With  respect  to  the  National  Science 
Foundation,  which  is  on  the  same  page, 
it  is  my  understanding  that  one  or  two 
Senators  want  to  submit  an  amendment 
or  amendments  to  the  figure  reported  by 
the  Senate  committee.  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy] 
or  other  Senators  may  wish  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  that  item,  but  they  are 
ynot  present  at  this  time,  so  we  will  pass 
mat  over,  without  prejudice. 

Vhen  there  is  the  item  with  respect/ 
to  tne  Renegotiation  Board.  / 

I  ana  listing  these  so  that  any  Senator 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  submit  an 
amendment  to  them.  / 

Next  isN/he  Securities  and  Exchange 
CommissioiX  Then  the  Selective  Service 
System.  The  amounts  there  are  approx¬ 
imately  the  san\e  as  last  yea/.  I  read  this 
in  my  earlier  statement.  / 

The  Veterans’  Atoiinmration  has  sev¬ 
eral  items  in  the  bflh 'This  is  by  far  the 
largest  item  in  the  bM.  It  needs  a  great 
deal  of  money  for  aieoical  care  and  for 
fixed  charges,  insnrancX  and  indemni¬ 
ties,  and  for  mq/y  othervmrposes.  The 
payments  to  the  disabled  aWl  others  in¬ 
volve  several  billion  dollars.  \ 

The  committee  went  overplus  item 
with  a  grem  deal  of  care,  but  m<m  of  the 
charges  /re  fixed  charges  by  law,  and 
there  i / not  much  we  can  do  aboVt  it. 
We  added  a  small  amount  to  the  medical 
rese/rch  and  medical  item.  V 

The  item  for  the  Veterans’  AdministraX 
t /on  on  page  28  involves  a  great  deal  of 
/paper  in  connection  with  sales  of  vet¬ 
erans  housing,  and  FNMA  has  been 
handling  that  matter.  With  respect  to 
participation  sales,  which  have  been 
authorized  by  Congress,  that  agency  has 
a  great  deal  of  paper  that  can  be  re¬ 
leased  as  certificates. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  suggested 
that  $850  million  of  other  paper  should 
be  made  available,  with  proper  market 
conditions,  under  the  Participation  Sales 
Act.  The  House  placed  a  ceiling  of  $300 
million  on  that  item;  the  Senate  has 
restored  the  amount  to  $850  million. 
This  is  not  an  appropriation  of  any 
money  whatsoever;  it  is  merely  a  grant 
of  authority  to  sell  up  to  $850  million  of 
Veterans’  Administration  participation 
certificates.  In  a  nutshell,  that  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  item. 

The  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  will  contain  another  item  on  the 
same  subject. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who 
wishes  to  submit  a  conference  report. 


TE 

FOOD  STAMP  APPROPRIATIONS  AU¬ 
THORIZATION-CONFERENCE  RE¬ 
PORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  953)  to  amend  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose 
of  authorizing  appropriations  for  fiscal 
years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1967.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tyd- 
ings  in  the  chair) .  The  report  will  be 
read  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report,  as 
follows : 

Conference  Report 
[To  accompany  S.  953] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
953)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  been  un¬ 
able  to  agree. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

Joseph  M.  Montoya, 

Walter  F.  Mondale, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

J.  Caleb  Boggs, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Frank  A.  Stubblefield, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  House 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
for  S.  953  with  an  amendment  which  I 
ask  to  have  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
House  amendment,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “June  30,  1967;” 
the  following:  “not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  not 
in  excess  of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969;”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of  such  Act  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following:  “This  Act  shall  be  carried 
out  only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  specific 
purpose  and  in  no  event  shall  it  be  carried 
out  with  funds  derived  from  permanent 
appropriations.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  to  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  to  the  House  amend¬ 
ment. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  House 
amendment  to  the  title  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  re, ad:  “An  act 
to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  House  amendment  to  the 
title  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  amendment  proposed  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
also  chairman  of  the  Senate  conferees 
would,  in  effect,  continue  the  program 
for  2  years  instead  of  the  3  years  hereto¬ 
fore  provided  in  the  bill  or  the  1  year 
provided  in  the  House  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  wording  with  reference  to 
the  funding  of  the  program  from  year  to 
year  means  that  it  must  be  funded  out  of 
general  revenue  appropriations,  and  not 
from  a  special  fund,  like  the  section  32 
or  other  special  funds  earmarked  for 
similar  objectives? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

I  may  add  that  we  are  really  adopting 
the  Senate  bill  as  it  was  passed  by  the 
Senate  in  June,  except  that  instead  of 
being  a  3-year  bill,  it  will  be  a  2-year  bill. 
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INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1968 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  9960)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  sundry  independent  executive 
bureaus,  boards,  commissions,  corpora¬ 
tions,  agencies,  offices,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1968,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The' 
question  recurs  on  agreeing  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  on  page  29,  line/4. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  add,  because  I  kno.w  there 
will  be  further  discussion  on  tills  mat¬ 
ter,  the  following:  / 

The  Participation  Sales  Act  of  1966 
was  enacted  May  24,  1966,  a's  Public  Law 
89-429,  and  participation-sales  author¬ 
izations  in  varying  amounts  for  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion,  the  Office  of  Education — the  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment,  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
and  the  Small  Business  Administration 
were  included  ih  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act  for  1967,  together  with 
an  appropriation  for  the  payment  of  in¬ 
sufficiencies. 

For  1368,  these  authorizations  are  in¬ 
cluded-  in  four  appropriation  bills.  The 
large/  items,  the  VA  and  the  FHA,  of 
course,  are  in  this  bill.  The  Farmers 
Administration  has  been  taken 
[fare  of  in  the  agricultural  bill. 


The  Office  of  Education  is  in  HEW, 
and  that  is  now  in  conference.  The  Small 
Business  Administration  was  handled  by 
another  committee.  But  the  bulk  of  the 
amounts  we  are  talking  about  is  in  the 
Veterans’  Administration  and  HUD. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  committee  amendment 
would  strike  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  figure  of  $300  million  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  $850  million,  an  increase 
of  $550  million  over  and  above  the  House 
figure. 

This  is  an  authorization  for  the  sale  of 
so-called  participation  certificates.  This 
provides  additional  spending  money  for 
these  agencies,  exactly  as  would  be  done 
if  we  were  to  appropriate  the  $850  mil¬ 
lion  directly.  The  difference  is  that  by 
camouflaging  this-  $550  million  under  the 
guise  of  selling  our  assets  labeled  as  par¬ 
ticipation  certificates  it  does  not  show  up 
in  the  reported  deficit  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  neither  does  it  show  up  as  a  part 
of  the  national  debt  nor  does  it  come  un¬ 
der  our  national  debt  ceiling. 

So  the  sole  purpose  of  adopting  this 
procedure  to  finance  the  cost  of  they 
Government  is  to  give  the  administra 
tion^a  chance  to  deceive — and  I  er 
phasizV the  word  “deceive” — the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayers  as  to  the  true  amount 
of  the  expenditures  under  thi^Great 
Society  program. 

In  order  tcSuchieve  that  purpose  these 
participation  certificates  are  selling  in 
the  open  market  at  an  average  interest 
rate  of  slightly  ntqre  than  six-tenths  of 
1  percent  highefv  thin  Government 
bonds;  yet  they  catyy  a  guarantee  on 
each  of  these  participation  certificates, 
pledging  the  full  faith  knd  credit  of  the 
U.S.  Government  toward,  not  only  re¬ 
payment  of  the'  principal  but  also  pay¬ 
ment  of  all  /the  interest.  Sf>  they  are 
just  as  solid  and  carry  just  a§  strong  a 
guarantee.from  a  financial  standpoint  as 
do  our  Government  bonds  themselves. 
Every  Ranking  institution  in  Arherica 
knows'  that,  but  members  of  the  general 
public,  in  buying  securities,  automati¬ 
cally  picture  a  Government  bond  as  beir 
niore  solid  than  a  security  that  carries/ 
'some  other  name.  The  fact  that  these 
are  named  participation  certificates  and 
sold  by  the  FHA  confuses  them.  They 
do  not  read  the  fine  language  which 
say  that  these  are  just  as  solid  and  have 
just  as  much  of  the  faith  and  credit  of 
the  U.S.  Government  behind  them  as  do 
series  E  bonds  or  any  other  Government 
bonds. 

In  order  to  deceive  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  as  to  the  extent  of  the  deficit  this 
back  door  method  of  raising  money  is 
being  used,  and  to  do  that,  as  I  have 
stated,  we  are  paying  an  extra  0.6  per¬ 
cent  in  interest  charges. 

We  already  have  outstanding  a  little 
more  than  $9  billion  in  this  type  of  par¬ 
ticipation  certificates.  They  are  costing 
us  today  around  $54  million  a  year  more 
just  to  pay  the  additional  interest 
charges  on  these  bonds.  This  is  above 
what  it  would  cost  if  we  had  financed  the 
cost  of  Government  in  the  normal  man¬ 
ner  and  as  it  has  always  been  done  here¬ 
tofore.  That  $54  million  is  being  paid  for 
one  purpose  only,  to  give  the  administra¬ 
tion  a  chance  to  deceive  the  American 


people  as  to  how  much  it  is  spending 
under  these  programs. 

This  proposed  $550  million  alone 
cost  an  additional  $3.3  million — $3.3 
lion  a  year  in  interest  charges  above 
what  it  would  cost  if  we  struck  this  item 
out,  appropriated  the  money  in  a/normal 
manner,  and  sold  Government  bonds.  I 
repeat,  they  will  have  the  fujl  faith  and 
credit  of  the  U.S.  Government  behind 
them. 

Over  in  another  secj/on  we  have  a 
request  for  an  additional  authorization 
to  sell  $2,385,000,000  participation  certifi¬ 
cates.  If  that  is  added,  by  adopting  this 
bill  as  reported  by/uie  committee  we  will 
be  providing  $2^804,000,000,  additional 
spending  monw  for  these  agencies  over 
and  above  ther: amount  that  was  provided 
in  the  House  bill.  The  only  difference  is 
that  it  win  not  be  shown  on  the  front 
page  of/ the  committee  report,  which 
shows  the  amount  being  appropriated  for 
these/agencies;  it  will  not  show  in  the 
defi/it  reported  next  June  30  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  ;  and  it  will  not  show  in  the 
national  debt. 

But  the  money  will  be  spent.  We  will 
eventually  have  to  pay  it  just  the  same 
as  we  woud  any  other  Government  bond; 
and  on  just  this  additional  $2,804,000,000 
provided  for  in  the  Senate  bill  it  will 
cost  $20  million  a  year  extra  interest  for 
the  life  of  the  bonds,  whether  that  be 
5  or  6  years.  If  they  are  5-year  bonds  we 
will  be  paying  an  additional  $100  million 
to  finance  the  Government  in  this  man¬ 
ner  for  the  sole  purpose — and  there  is 
no  other  purpose  for  financing  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  this  manner — of  deceiving 
the  American  people  as  to  how  much  is 
being  spent  on  these  Great  Society 
programs. 

Under  this  procedure  the  expenditure 
will  not  show  up  anywhere  in  the  budget. 
It  can  be  used  to  defray  the  general  cost 
of  operating  the  Government  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  appropriated 
funds. 

This  is  a  deceitful  method  for  financing 
the  Government.  It  is  deceitful  for  such 
a  proposal  to  be  advanced  by  an  ad¬ 
ministration  which  has  said  so  much 
about  advocating  truth  in  lending  and 
\ruth  in  packaging. 

Then  the  administration  comes  along 
with  this  proposal.  The  White  House  has 
not  been  telling  the  American  people  the 
truth  Nibout  the  cost  of  government. 

I  thin^:  it  is  time  that  this  administra¬ 
tion  started  practicing  what  it  preaches. 
Let  the  Senate  be  on  notice  that  if  we 
agree  to  th/committee  amendment,  not 
only  are  we  \pproving  a  procedure  by 
which  to  deceive  the  American  people 
but  we  are  also\approving  a  procedure 
to  give  to  these  agencies  an  extra  $550 
million  above  the  amount  that  the  House 
gave  them,  and  that\increased  amount 
will  not  show  up  anywhere  at  all  in  the 
budget. 

This  is  $550  million  wlii^h  the  agency 
itself  does  not  need. 

This  issue  was  debated  in /the  House, 
and  the  Record  shows  that  theWeterans’ 
Administration  will  need  an  estimated 
$156,210,000  to  take  care  of  its\direct 
loan  programs.  It  will  also  need  ar 
proximate  $20  million  for  admir 
tion  expenses.  That  is  a  total  of  approx¬ 
imately  $176  million  that  the  House  pro> 
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.the  committee  bill  as  section  12,  and, 
bmfly,  it  works  to  funnel  Federal  funds 
directly  to  those  hospitals  which,  ac¬ 
cording  to  specified  standards  written 
into  thVbill,  are  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  on  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  to  b\  critically  overcrowded  and 
unable  to  provide  adequate  service. 

The  important  thing  about  the  Part¬ 
nership  for  Health  bill,  in  my  estima¬ 
tion,  is  that  it  carries  out  a  philosophy 
we  have  been  working  toward  since  the 
enactment  of  public  health  laws  back 
in  1936.  Without  question,  the  main 
thrust  of  the  partnership  for  health  bill, 
as  originally  introduce d,\  w a s  to  consoli¬ 
date  many  existing  categories  of  grants, 
and  allow  the  States  greater  flexibility 
and  autonomy  in  incorporating  Federal 
assistance  into  their  own  overall  health 
programs.  I  believe  this  is  a  cdmmend- 
able  goal.  It  shows  that  the  health  pro¬ 
gram  has  matured  to  the  point  that  the 
States  can  initiate  individual  efforts, 
utilizing  Federal  assistance  without 
overriding  Federal  control. 

Part  and  parcel  of  the  theory  of  au-' 
tonomy  in  planning  and  action  is  that 
States  must  be  able  to  exercise  an  ef¬ 
fective  control  over  the  health  programs 
within  their  area.  If  they  are  to  provide 
a  good  public  health  program,  they  can¬ 
not  have  numerous  uncontrolled  public 
health  programs  flying  about.  Fragmen¬ 
tation  of  health  planning  and  construc¬ 
tion  is  what  we  are  fighting  at  every 
turn,  and  whether  we  speak  of  the  pri¬ 
vate  or  public  sector  of  health,  there  is 
no  denying  that  control  and  guidance  is 
essential.  There  is  no  reasonably  way  a 
public  health  program  can  effectively 
supplement  the  private  health  sector 
without  consolidation  of  public  programs 
on  the  one  hand,  and  coordination  of 
State  agencies  with  the  private  sector 
on  the  other. 

Only  last  week,  the  House  passed  a  bill 
perpetuating  a  fragmented  program.  The 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
provided  $28  million  over  and  above  the 
$41  million  already  approved  for  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects.  If  there  is  such 
a  pressing  need  for  new  health  facilities 
and  services  in  the  Appalachian  area, 
why  not  channel  these  funds  through  the 
existing  Hill-Burton  agencies  to  assure/ 
that  their  application  is  consistent  witj? 
what  is  going  on  in  the  rest  of  the  State? 

The  Hospital  Emergency  Assistance 
Act  sets  standards  that  are  applied  en¬ 
tirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  /Welfare. 
There  is  an  incidental  provision  that 
applications  for  emergency/  assistance 
will  be  “coordinated”  with  masting  health 
services  available  to  the  community,  but 
this  amounts  to  little  m/re  than  a  noti¬ 
fication  to  the  State  agency  of  a  project 
already  set  for  implementation.  In  by¬ 
passing  the  priorities  procedures  that 
have  worked  so  well  under  the  Hill-Bur¬ 
ton  State  agencies,  section  12  is  a  step 
back  rather  than  forward. 

A  Presidential  Commission  is  studying 
the  changes  needed  when  Hill-Burton 
related  programs  come  up  for  review 
next  year.  Emergency  assistance  of  the 
type  covered  in  section  12  is  one  of  the 
sub  jeers  under  consideration  by  the 
Commission.  I  believe  that  before  we  take 
a  5>rep  which  could  do  harm  to  the  Hill- 


Burton  program,  and  set  a  precedent  for 
further  splitting  off  of  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  we  should  study  the  problem  more 
carefully. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  neces¬ 
sary  number  of  words. 

I  rise  in  sunpport  of  the  Springer 
amendment.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  section  12  in  this  otherwise 
commendable  legislation. 

This  section  was  not  included  in  the 
original  bill.  It  was  not  the  subject  of 
complete  and  full  hearings.  It  was  not 
requested  by  administration  witnesses. 

This  is  an  amendment  to  the  Hill- 
Burton  program  for  construction  and 
modernization  of  hospitals,  a  program 
which  has  operated  successfully  for  over 
20  years.  Hill-Burton  program  comes  up 
for  review  and  renewal  early  next  year. 
Then  is  the  time  to  go  into  questions  of 
additional  funds  for  hospital  construc¬ 
tion. 

Under  Hill-Burton,  funds  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  new  hospitals  and  modernization 
kof  old  hospitals,  are  provided  by  formula 
to  the  individual  States.  At  the  State, 
level,  the  plans  for  implementing  tl 
program  are  made,  here  is  where  the  pri¬ 
orities  are  set. 

I  can  speak  from  some  experience  in 
having  \een  the  program  operate' in  my 
State  of  North  Carolina.  In  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  the  Medical  Care  Commission  has 
the  responsibility  of  submitting  state¬ 
wide  plans  at\d  setting  priorities.  This 
commission  haAdone  a  good  job.  It  has 
been  alert  to  the  heal#n  needs  of  the 
State. 

However,  under  se/tion  12,  the  North 
Carolina  Medical  Cain  Commission  will 
be  completely  bypassed  in  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds.  The  secretary  would  make 
grants  directlj/  to  individual  hospitals 
and  communities.  Where  ate  the  guide¬ 
lines?  How/ will  the  Secretary  decide 
where  to  Allocate  the  funds?  qt  should 
be  clear  fcnat  we  are  in  danger  offsetting 
up  a  new  program  under  Hill-Burton 
which/would  be  complicated  to  admin¬ 
ister/  and  open  to  “political  log-rollir 
Iryuact,  with  a  new  and  untried  prh- 
ram  of  this  sort,  Members  of  Congress 
rould  be  under  considerable  pressure 
from  back  at  home  to  obtain  a  portion 
of  these  funds.  Let  us  not  set  up  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  could  create  confusion  within 
a  successful  program,  and  where  politi¬ 
cal  manipulation  could  be  possible. 

I  agree  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Springer],  Keep 
in  mind,  that  these  funds  were  not  re¬ 
quested  by  the  administration  and  are 
not  in  the  Federal  budget.  Next  year 
will  be  the  time  to  go  into  this  program 
in  greater  detail. 

Mr.  LENNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  LENNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  my  friend,  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  for  his 
support  of  this  amendment.  He  and  I 
both  know  that  in  1947  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  of  North  Carolina  passed  an  act 
implementing  the  passage  of  the  Hill- 
Burton  Act  in  1946,  creating  the  North 
Carolina  Medical  Care  Commission. 


Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina/ 
That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LENNON.  Under  this  proposal, 
under  section  12,  we  would  for  all  Vrac- 
tical  purposes  bypass  the  State  planning 
organizations  that  were  created/by  the 
legislatures  of  the  several  States.  Irre¬ 
spective  of  what  may  be  s/id  by  our 
friends  from  the  large  urban  cities, 
those  States  have  comparable  medical 
care  commissions  or  "state  planning 
bodies,  and  the  applications  should 
properly  go  through  /hose  State  plan¬ 
ning  bodies  in  order  that  we  can  move 
forward  under  a  y/ry  splendid  program. 

It  is  my  urgent  hope  that  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  Hpiise  will  support — and  I 
concede  to  m#  friend  from  the  urban 
area  of  Chicago  that  there  is  need,  and 
if  this  legislation  could  be  drawn  so  that 
under  section  12  these  applications  both 
for  construction  grants,  and  for  planning 
for  construction,  and  for  staff  and 
nursjgs,  as  well  as  general  deficits,  could 
go  through  the  State  planning  bodies,  we 
\yould  see  it  a  little  bit  differently,  but 
does  not  go  through  the  State  plan¬ 
ning  bodies  or  boards. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleague  from  North 
Carolina  has  stated  the  case  correctly 
for  North  Carolina,  where,  of  course,  I 
have  had  the  most  experience  with  this 
program.  The  medical  care  commission 
has  the  responsibility  for  planning,  and 
it  is  alert  to  the  needs.  It  has  done  a  good 
job. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  in  order  so 
that  we  can  continue  a  program  that  has 
accomplished  a  good  purpose  and  which 
should  be  continued. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  I  shall  not  take 
the  5  minutes. 

Aside  from  the  points  that  I  think  are 
very  valid,  that  this  section  12  bypasses 
the  normal  processes  in  the  State,  I  have 
been  sitting  here  just  asking  myself  the 
question:  Have  we  totally  lost  our  minds? 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  is  say¬ 
ing  here  that  150,000  people  will  go  with¬ 
out  medical  help  or  proper  care  if  the 
federal  Government  does  nothing  about 
ik  How  foolish  can  we  be? 

M/dical  care  is  not  our  responsibility 
alonte  I  applaud  the  Hill-Burton  pro- 
gram\lf  Members  are  so  concerned 
about  fbjks  in  their  district  not  getting 
adequateNmedical  care,  why  do  they  not 
do  what  wV just  did  in  Richland  County, 
S.C.,  whereNJie  folks  are  the  poorest — 
or,  thanks  t\  Mississippi — next  to  the 
poorest?  Just  a  inonth  ago  our  people  de¬ 
cided  we  did  notNhave  adequate  medical 
care,  and  we  votea^upon  ourselves  a  $24 
million  bond  issue. 

What  is  wrong  wit>h  us?  We  do  not 
want  to  tell  the  American  people  and 
other  folks  that  unless  we  pass  this  sec¬ 
tion  12,  with  $58  million-Ag40  million  in 
grants  and  $18  million  forMoans — peo¬ 
ple  are  not  going  to  have  adequate  care. 
How  ridiculous  can  we  be? 

We  have  an  orderly  progra'te.  The 
President  has  not  requested  this. 

Although  they  say  it  is  a  single\hot 
proposition,  we  can  rest  assured 
they  will  have  10  times  as  many  appll 
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cations  the  first  year  as  funds  available 
to  carfcTor  them.  They  will  never  be  able 
to  stop,\because  if  we  give  emergency 
help  to  New  York  we  will  have  to  give  it 
to  California  and  to  Illinois,  and  we  will 
have  to  give^a  little  bit  down  South. 

I  say  to  mjA^riends,  consider  the  tax¬ 
payers. 

If  Members  halve  such  a  drastic  prob¬ 
lem  in  their  areas,  what  about  asking  the 
people  to  do  sometning  about  it,  as  we 
just  did  in  Richlandvlounty,  S.C.?  ~ 

Frankly,  gentlemen,  \e  not  only  have 
compassion  for  those  who  need  medical 
help,  but  we  are  willing  to  put  our  money 
where  our  mouths  are  and  not  run  up  to 
Washington  and  try  to  get  bhe  Federal 
Government  to  take  care  of  oukproblem. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  vise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  tfcod 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  c 
Mr.  Brooks,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  6418)  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  extend  and  expand  the 
authorizations  for  grants  for  compre¬ 
hensive  health  planning  and  services,  to 
broaden  and  improve  the  authorization 
for  research  and  demonstrations  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  delivery  of  health  services,  to 
improve  the  performance  of  clinical 
laboratories,  and  to  authorize  coopera¬ 
tive  activities  between  the  Public  Health 
Service  hospitals  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  to 
no  resolution  thereon. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  EILBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  244  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  953, 
AMENDMENT  OF  FOOD  STAMP 
ACT  OF  1964 

Mr.  POAGE  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  953)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  author¬ 
izing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  649) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  953) 
to  amend  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the 
purpose  of  authorizing  appropriations  for 
fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  been  unable  to 

agree.  .... _ 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Frank  A.  Stubblefield, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
considered,  and  on  the  Reuss  amendment 
and  on  the  Springer  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  12. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES/ON 
S.  602,  TO  REVISE  AND  EXTEND 
THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1?€5,  AND 
TO  AMEND  TITLE  V  /OF  THE 
PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  .ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  Hie  bill  (S.  602)  to 
revise  and  extend  tne  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Developmejft  Act  of  1965,  and  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965, 
with  House  amendments  thereto,  insist 
upon  the  Hduse  amendments,  and  agree 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama*?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Fallon,  Jones  of  Alabama,  Wright, 
Edmondson,  Cramer,  Schwengel,  and 
^Cleveland. 


Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

Joseph  M.  Montota, 

Walter  P.  Mondale, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

J.  Caleb  Boggs, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

Tbe  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  953)  to  amend  the  Pood 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  author¬ 
izing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
report  that  the  conferees  have  been  unable 
to  agree. 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Prank  A.  Stubblefield, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S.  953) 
to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  conference  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  conference  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  House  of  today.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  before 
the  House  the  Senate  amendments  to  the 
House  amendment  to  S.  953,  which  the 
Clerk  will  read. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  by  the  House  engrossed  amendment 
insert : 

“That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  16  of  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
is  amended  by-inserting  after  ‘June  30,  1967;’ 
the  following:  'not  in  excess  of  $200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  not 
in  excess  of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969;’. 

“Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of  such  Act  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following:  ‘This  Act  shall  be  carried 
out  only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  spec¬ 
ific  purpose  and  in  no  event  shall  it  be  car¬ 
ried  out  with  funds  derived  from  perma¬ 
nent  appropriations.’  ” 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  POAGE 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  mo¬ 
tion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Poage  moves  that  the  House  recede 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  the 
House  amendment  to  S.  953. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  op¬ 
posed  the  extension  of  this  bill  for  a  long¬ 
er  period  than  1  year,  but  it  seems  quite 
obvious  that  if  we  are  to  have  a  food 
stamp  bill — and  I  want  a  food  stamp 
bill — we  are  going  to  have  to  accept  some 
kind  of  a  compromise.  This  is  a  compro¬ 
mise  between  the  3 -year  and  the  1-year 
versions.  I  think  that  a  properly  admin¬ 
istered  food  stamp  program  is  the  best 
and  cheapest  program  of  its  kind.  For 
that  reason  I  feel  it  is  desirable  that  we 
proceed  to  accept  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  at  this  time. 

I  felt,  and  still  feel,  that  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  was  the  better  course.  This  House 
voted  for  a  1-year  bill.  I  felt  that  your 
conferees  were  obligated  to  insist  on  this 
provision  inasmuch  as  the  House  had  by 
separate  vote  recorded  its  wish.  As  a  con¬ 
feree  it  is  my  purpose  to  reflect  the  ex¬ 
pressed  will  of  the  House.  I  think  that 
my  colleagues  on  the  conference  agreed 
with  this  thinking.  For  this  reason  we 
refused  to  accept  an  agreement  on  other 
terms. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  felt  that  if  this 
House  now  wants  to  reverse  its  position 
it  has  a  perfect  right  to  do  so.  Our  action 
is  intended  to  allow  the  House  to  reverse 
its  action  if  this  is  its  desire.  I  feel  that 
you  have  that  right.  As  your  agent  I  did 
not  have  it. 

The  motion  I  have  made  gives  you  the 
opportunity  to  decide  for  yourselves.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  fair  to  all.  I  am  for  the  food 
stamp  program,  so  I  shall  vote  “aye.” 

Before  I  complete  my  statement  I  want 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher], 
Although  he  does  not  agree  with  me  as 
to  the  desirability  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  he  has  cooperated  to  bring  this 
matter  to  a  vote.  Let  me  also  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  lady  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan],  who  has  worked  so  hard 
for  the  program.  I  have  disagreed  with 
her  methods,  but  never  her  motives. 

I  yield  now  30  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher], 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
always  opposed  the  food  stamp  plan  and 
opposed  it  here  when  it  passed  the  House. 
The  House  did  not  agree  with  me.  They 
passed  the  bill  for  a  1-year  extension. 
The  Senate  passed  a  3 -year  extension. 
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We  have  had  a  meeting  of  the  conferees 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate  sev¬ 
eral  times.  We  have  not  been  able  to  get 
together.  Today  we  had  another  meet¬ 
ing,  and  we  agreed  to  disagree  and  report 
back  to  each  house  for  further  instruc¬ 
tions.  The  Senate  took  the  bill  back  to 
the  Senate  and  made  an  amendment  to 
their  original  bill  for  2  years  instead  of 
3  years.  In  my  opinion,  the  House  will 
probably  sustain  the  2 -year  version  for 
the  reason  that  in  the  first  place  the 
Senate  met  us  half  way.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  of  bullheadedness  or  stubbornness 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate.  We  asked  them 
to  accept  the  1-year,  and  we  stood  pat 
all  this  time.  The  chairman  and  I  stood 
pat  today.  As  far  as  I  am  personally 
concerned,  I  do  not  see  anything  to  be 
gained  by  fighting  the  matter  any  longer. 
I  do  not  think  the  House  will  turn  down 
a  bill  if  it  means  either  2  years  or  no  bill. 

There  is  one  other  fact  to  take  into 
consideration,  and  that  is  the  fact  that 
the  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  as  I  understand  it, 
cannot  be  passed,  an  act  in  the  amount 
of  $6  billion  or  $7  billion,  until  some 
disposition  is  made  of  this  food  stamp 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  always  fight  the  issues 
involved  just  as  hard  as  I  possibly  can. 
I  fought  the  issue  involved  in  this  partic¬ 
ular  case.  However,  I  got  overruled.  I 
feel  that  the  attitude  of  the  House  will 
be  to  accept  this  amendment  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment. 

If  that  is  true,  that  is  all  right  insofar 
as  I  personally  am  concerned.  I  do  not 
care  to  carry  the  fight  any  further.  I 
know,  however,  that  when  it  comes  to  a 
vote,  of  course,  I  shall  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
me  whether  we  are  still  supplying  food 
stamps  to  the  hippies  in  Drop  City,  Colo.  ? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  No,  I  cannot  tell  the 
gentleman  that.  There  have  been  a  lot 
of  things  in  the  food  stamp  plan  that  I 
do  not  personally  agree  with  and  of 
which  I  do  not  approve.  I  do  not  know 
whether  that  has  happened  or  not. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  respond  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Scherle]  by  saying  that  the  city  to 
which  the  gentleman  refers  which  is  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  congressional  district  which 
it  is  my  honor  to  represent,  I  am  happy 
to  report  that  they  are  not  receiving  any 
of  these  funds  for  the  purchase  of  food 
stamps. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  tell  me  whether  or  not,  or 
for  how  long  a  period  of  time,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  supported  a  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  hippies  that  have  gathered 
in  the  State  which  is  represented  by 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Evans]? 


Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  in  order  to  re¬ 
spond  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Well,  I  will 
respond  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Scherle]  by  saying,  I  do  not  know 
exactly  how  much  time  elapsed,  but  it 
was  not  too  long  after  the  discovery  was 
made  that  they  were  there  and  had  ap¬ 
plied  for  food  stamps  and  had  received 
food  stamps  that  the  decision  was  made 
that  they  do  not  qualify  and  thus  were 
denied  the  benefits  of  the  food  stamp 
program. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  But,  for  a  short  period 
of  time  they  were  issued  food  stamps, 
although  they  are  no  longer  qualified  to 
receive  them? 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  SCHERLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  see  if  I  have  this 
correct:  This  is  a  2-year  program? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And,  what  is  the  cost  per 
year? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  will  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  to  respond  to 
that  question. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  authorization  now 
exceeds  $200  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  not  to  exceed 
$225  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30, 1969. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So,  this  is  something 
above  a  $400  million  program,  or  is  a 
program  which  represents  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  funds  amounting  to  close  to  one- 
half  billion  dollars? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Am  I  wrong  in  my  mem¬ 
ory  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  asked  the  Congress  to  cut  back 
upon  expenditures? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  do  not  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  wrong  in  his  memory.  I  see 
that  in  the  paper  quite  often. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  this  scarcely  co¬ 
incides  with  the  President  asking  the 
Congress  to  reduce  ^expenditures;  is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  No;  that  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  I  voted  against  it  when  we 
had  it  up  here  to  be  passed  originally. 
I  went  along  with  a  whole  lot  of  other 
Members.  However,  I  never  was  sold  on 
the  bill  to  start  with,  but  it  passed  the 
House,  and  under  the  circumstances 
which  now  exist  the  proper  approach  is 
to  accept  the  Senate  amendment.  I  see 
no  other  alternative.  I  would  be  willing 
to  fight  from  now  on,  except  for  that  fact. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Who  is  it  that  says  that 
there  will  be  no  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  passed  until  and  unless  this  bill 
is  disposed  of? 


Mr.  BELCHER.  Well,  my  understand¬ 
ing  is  that  there  is  some  disposition  to 
accept  this  compromise  because  this  is 
contained  in  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  some  decision  has  to  be 
made  on  it  before  we  take  the  bill  back 
for  final  approval. 

Mr.  GROSS.  There  would  be  no  harm 
in  taking  this  money  out  of  the  bill, 
would  there? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Of  course,  that  is  what 
I  tried  to  do  from  the  very  beginning  on 
it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  would  be  a  service  to 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country,  would  it 
not? 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  think  it  would.  But 
nevertheless,  as  I  told  the  gentleman,  I 
fight  the  issues  just  as  hard  as  I  possibly 
can.  I  voted  with  the  gentleman  all  the 
way  through  on  that  issue.  I  voted  with 
the  gentleman  when  we  had  the  peanut 
bill  up.  The  gentleman  will  recall  that. 
But,  nevertheless,  there  comes  a  time 
when  it  does  not  necessarily  serve  a 
purpose  to  keep  on  fighting  and  losing 
battles. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  she  may  consume  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan]. 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
glad  this  logjam  has  been  broken  finally, 
and  that  we  are  now  being  given  an  op¬ 
portunity  in  the  House  to  pass  in  final 
form  a  food  stamp  bill  to  authorize  a 
continuation  for  at  least  2  years  of  one  of 
the  most  successful  antipoverty  programs 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

Now  that  the  stalemate  has  been  over¬ 
come,  this  is  perhaps  not  the  time  for 
complaints  about  how  long  the  issue  has 
been  dragged  out.  The  important  thing 
is  that  the  House  conferees,  have  pro¬ 
vided  the  rest  of  us  with  a  chance  to  vote 
on  the  bill.  So  I  think  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  his 
four  colleagues  who  were  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  for  finding  a  way  to  resolve  the 
issue. 

The  legislation,  as  it  is  now  before  us, 
would  continue  the  food  stamp  author¬ 
ization  for  2  years,  and  set  ceilings  on 
appropriations  of  $200  million  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  which  began  July  1, 
and  $225  million  for  the  1969  fiscal  year. 
As  passed  by  the  Senate,  it  also  requires 
that  the  funds  be  appropriated  directly 
and  not  come  out  of  section  32  funds. 
There  is  no  reason  why  all  of  us  who 
believe  in  the  food  stamp  program  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  in  this  form. 

As  the  Members  know,  the  administra¬ 
tion  bill  which  I  introduced  called  for  an 
open-ended  appropriation  authority  and 
for  indefinite  extension  of  the  program. 
The  law  we  enacted  in  1964  was  perma¬ 
nent  legislation  but  the  appropriation 
authorization  was  for  only  3  years.  The 
bill  we  are  now  considering  would  extend 
that  authorization  for  only  2  more  years. 
This  is,  of  course,  far  better  than  the 
legislation  which  we  passed  in  the  House 
in  June,  which  provided  for  only  a  1-year 
extension.  The  Senate  had  passed  a 
3 -year  extension.  It  has  taken  since  June 
to  get  this  bill  out  of  conference  in  one 
way  or  another  so  that  both  Houses  could 
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compromise  on  a  2-year  bill.  It  is  not 
the  bill  I  introduced,  but  I  nevertheless 
am  more  than  willing  to  support  this 
compromise  in  order  to  keep  the  program 
alive  and  to  allow  it  to  continue  to 
expand. 

Under  the  bill  in  its  present  form,  New 
York  City  and  Boston,  and  many  other 
areas  of  the  country  which  do  not  have 
the  food  stamp  plan  in  operation,  will 
be  able  to  apply  for  certification,  so  that 
their  low-income  families  can  enjoy  a 
good  diet  in  the  American  way.  The 
ceiling  of  $200  million  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  should  permit  expansion  of 
the  program  from  nearly  2  million  people 
to  about  2  y2  million  this  year,  and  to 
more  than  3  million  next  year,  when  the 
appropriation  ceiling  would  be  $225  mil¬ 
lion.  This  certainly  does  not  include  all 
of  the  poor  people  in  this  country  who 
need  the  help  of  the  food  stamp  program 
in  order  to  enjoy  an  adequate  diet.  But 
it  is  a  very  respectable  expansion  of  a 
program  which  began  originally  with  just 
a  few  hundred  thousand  people  6  years 
ago. 

There  is  no  reason  in  the  world  why 
this  legislation  has  been  tied  up  so  long 
in  a  fruitless  controversy  over  whether  it 
should  be  extended  for  1  year  or  3  years 
or  2  years.  However,  as  I  said,  this  is  not 
a  time  for  recriminations.  I  am  just  glad 
tht  we  have  gotten  it  to  the  point  of 
passage.  No  one  has  pointed  to  any 
scandals  or  serious  shortcomings  in  the 
administration  of  this  program.  The 
most  important  criticisms  have  been  di¬ 
rected  not  at  the  laxity  of  administration 
but  the  severity  of  the  purchase  require¬ 
ments  in  buying  the  stamps.  Secretary 
Freeman  has  reduced  the  minimum  pur¬ 
chase  requirement  to  50  cents  per  person 
in  Mississippi,  so  that  should  take  care 
of  the  most  serious  participation  problem 
we  have  had  under  the  program.  There  is 
room  for  flexibility  in  the  administration 
of  this  program,  as  I  have  insisted  from 
the  start.  It  is  certainly  not  perfect. 

But  as  I  said,  it  is  undoubtedly  the 
most  successful  antipoverty  program  we 
have  had  for  enabling  poor  families  to 
eat  properly.  This  is  basic.  If  children 
are  underfed,  undernourished,  no  other 
program  of  Government  is  going  to  help 
them  to  overcome  environmental  prob¬ 
lems.  They  cannot  learn  on  an  empty 
stomach.  Families  which  cannot  eat 
properly  certainly  will  have  very  little 
motivation  other  than  to  find  a  way  to 
overcome  hunger.  In  this  rich  country 
with  such  an  abundance  of  food,  we 
would  have  a  right  to  feel  deep  shame  if 
we  were  unable  to  feed  our  own  people  a 
decent  diet.  This  legislation  solves  that 
problem  for  us  in  an  intelligent  and  ef¬ 
fective  and  efficient  manner.  I  urge  its 
passage. 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
motion  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  to  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment  to  the  House  bill.  I  feel  this 
2-year  extension  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  under  the  circumstances,  is  much 
needed  and  desirable.  It  is  far  preferable 
to  the  original  proposal. 

I  have  favored  the  food  stamp  program 
since  its  inception,  and  since  the  first 
pilot  project  was  inaugurated  in  Mc¬ 
Dowell  County,  W.  Va.,  it  has  proven 


beneficial  to  thousands  of  individuals  in 
my  State.  For  that  reason,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  will  cast  my  vote  for  this  nonpartisan 
program  and  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
do  likewise. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  that  the  House  recede  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendments  to 
the  House  amendment  to  S.  953. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present,  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 


were — yeas 

196,  nays  154, 

not  voting  72, 

as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  262] 
YEAS — 196 

/ 

Albert 

Griffiths 

Olsen  * 

Anderson,  HI. 

Gude 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Anderson, 

Halpern 

Ottinger 

Tenn. 

Hamilton 

Patman 

Andrews, 

Hammer- 

Patten 

N.  Dak. 

schmidt 

Pepper 

Annunzio 

Hanley 

Perkins 

Ashley 

Hanna 

Philbin 

Bevill 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Pike 

Biester 

Hardy 

Poage 

Bingham 

Harsha 

Pryor 

Blanton 

Harvey 

Purcell 

Boggs 

Hathaway 

Qule 

Boland 

Hawkins 

Randall 

Bolling 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Rees 

Brademas 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Brasco 

Helstoski 

Reifel 

Brooks 

Holifield 

Resnick 

Brotzman 

Horton 

Reuss 

Brown,  Calif. 

Howard 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hun  gate 

Riegle 

Burton,  Calif. 

Ichord 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Irwin 

Ronan 

Cahill 

Jacobs 

Rosenthal 

Carey 

Joelson 

Rostenkowski 

Carter 

Johnson,  Calif.  .Roush 

Clark 

Jones,  Ala. 

Roybal 

Cohelan 

Jones,  Mo. 

Ruppe 

Conte 

Karsten 

St  Germain 

Corbett 

Kastenmeier 

St.  Onge 

Corman 

Kazen 

Saylor 

Culver 

Kee 

Scheuer 

Daniels 

Kelly 

Schweiker 

Dawson 

Kupferman 

Schwengel 

de  la  Garza 

Kyi 

Shipley 

Delaney 

Kyros 

Sisk 

Dent 

Landrum 

Skubitz 

Dingell 

Long,  Md. 

Slack 

Donohue 

McDade 

Smith,  Iowa 

Dow 

McDonald, 

Stafford 

Dulski 

Mich. 

Staggers 

Duncan 

McFall 

Stanton 

Eckhardt 

McMillan 

Steed 

Edmondson 

Macdonald, 

Stratton 

Edwards,  La. 

Mass. 

Stubblefield 

Eilberg 

Machen 

Sullivan 

Esch 

Mahon 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Mathias,  Md. 

Tiernan 

Everett 

Matsunaga 

Udall 

Evins,  Tenn. 

May 

Ullman 

Farbstein 

Mayne 

Van  Deerlin 

Fascell 

Meeds 

Vanik 

Fino 

Mills 

Vigorito 

Flood 

Mink 

Waldie 

Foley 

Monagan 

Walker 

Ford, 

Moorhead 

Wampler 

William  D. 

Morgan 

Watts 

Fraser 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Whalen 

Friedel 

Morse,  Mass. 

White 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Mosher 

Whitten 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Moss 

Widnall 

Gallagher 

Murphy,  HL 

Wright 

Gathings 

Natcher 

Yates 

Gibbons 

Nedzi 

Young 

Gonzalez 

Nix 

Zablocki 

Gray 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Zwach 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Green,  Pa. 

O’Konski 
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Abbitt 

Eshleman 

Pettis 

Adair 

Findley 

Pickle 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Fisher 

Pirnle 

Arends 

Flynt 

Poff 

Ashbrook 

Fuqua 

Pollock 

Ashmore 

Galifianakis 

Price,  Tex. 

Ayres 

Gardner 

Quillen 

Baring 

Gettys 

Reid,  HI. 

Bates 

Goodell 

Reinecke 

Battin 

Goodling 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Belcher 

Gross 

Rivers 

Bell 

Grover 

Roberts 

Bennett 

Gurney 

Robison 

Berry 

Hagan 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Betts 

Haley 

Roth 

Bolton 

Hall 

Roudebush 

Bow 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rumsfeld 

Bray 

Henderson 

Satterfield 

Brown,  Mich. 

Hosmer 

Schadeberg 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hutchinson 

Scherle 

BroyhUl,  N.C. 

Jarman 

Schneebeli 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Jonas 

Scott 

Buchanan 

Jones,  N.C. 

Selden 

Burke,  Fla. 

Keith 

Shriver 

Burleson 

King,  N.Y. 

Sikes 

Burton,  Utah 

Kornegay 

Smith,  Calif. 

Bush 

Laird 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Cabell 

Langen 

Smith,  Okla. 

Cederberg 

Latta 

Snyder 

Chamberlain 

Lennon 

Springer 

Clancy 

Lipscomb 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Clausen, 

Lloyd 

Stuckey 

Don  H. 

Lukens 

Taft 

Clawson,  Del 

McClory 

Talcott 

Cleveland 

McClure 

Taylor 

Collier 

McCulloch 

Teague,  Calif. 

Colmer 

McEwen 

Teague,  Tex. 

Conable 

MacGregor 

Tuck 

Cowger 

Mailliard 

Vander  Jagt 

Cramer 

Marsh 

Waggonner 

Cunningham 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Watkins 

Curtis 

Michel 

Watson 

Davis,  Wis. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Whalley 

Dellenback 

Minshall 

Whitener 

Denney 

Mize 

Wiggins 

Derwinski 

Montgomery 

Williams,  Pa. 

Devine 

Morton 

Winn 

Dickinson 

Myers 

Wydler 

Dorn 

Nelsen 

Wylie 

Dowdy 

Nichols 

Wyman 

Downing 
Edwards,  Ala. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 
Passman 

Zion 

NOT  VOTING— 72 

Abernethy 

Giaimo 

Multer 

Adams 

Gilbert 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Addabbo 

Gubser 

Pelly 

Aspinall 

Halleck 

Pool 

Barrett 

Harrison 

Price,  HI. 

Blackburn 

Hays 

Pucinski 

Blatnik 

Hubert 

Railsback 

Brinkley 

Herlong 

Rarick 

Brock 

Hicks 

Rodino 

Broomfield 

Holland 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Button 

Hull 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hunt 

Ryan 

Casey 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Sandman 

Celler 

Karth 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Conyers 

King,  Calif. 

Stephens 

Daddario 

Kirwan 

Tenzer 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kleppe 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Diggs 

Kluczynski 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Dole 

Kuykendall 

Tunney 

Dwyer 

Leggett 

Utt 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Long,  La. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Erlenborn 

McCarthy 

Willis 

Fallon 

Madden 

Wilson,  Bob 

Feighan 

Martin 

Wilson, 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Meskill 

Charles  H. 

Fountain 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wolff 

Frelinghuysen 

Garmatz 

Minish 

Moore 

Wyatt 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Moore  for,  with  Mr.  Utt  against. 

Mrs.  Dwyer  for,  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson 
against 

Mr.  Button  for,  with  Mr.  Martin  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Gerald  R.  Ford. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Halleck. 
Mr.  Addabbo  with  Mr.  Erlenbom. 

Mr.  Rodino  with  Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  Minish  with  Mr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  Gilbert  with  Mr.  Harrison. 
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Mr.  Daddario  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Pelly. 

Mr.  Peighan  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  with  Mr.  Sandman. 

Mr.  Blatnik  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Thom¬ 
son  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Mul ter  with  Mr.  Railsback. 

Mr.  Garmatz  with  Mr.  Hunt. 

Mr.  Fallon  with  Mr.  Kleppe. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson  with  Mr.  Meskill. 

Mr.  Wolff  with  Mr.  Wyatt. 

Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Black- 
bum. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Kuykendall. 

Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Steiger  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Conyers. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Pool. 

Mr.  Adams  with  Mr.  Rarick. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Herlong. 

Mr.  Madden. with  Mr.  Williams  of  Missis¬ 
sippi. 

Mr.  Pucinski  with  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Mr.  Fountain  with  Mr.  Casey. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr. 
Davis  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Hull  with  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Stephens  with  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Tunney. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy. 

Mr.  Price  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Brinkley. 
Mr.  Hicks  with  Mr.  Edwards  of  California. 
Mr.  Ryan  with  Mr.  Karth. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER  changed  his  vote 
from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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CORNELIU  MANESCU— CANDIDATE 
FOR  PRESIDENT  OF  U.N.? 

(Mr.  WAGGONNER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  read  with  great  concern  continuing 
reports  that  the  administration  is  seri¬ 
ously  considering  supporting  Corneliu 
Manescu,  Foreign  Minister  of  Commu¬ 
nist  Rumania,  for  the  presidency  of  the 
United  Nations  General  Assembly  next/ 
session.  The  idea  that  we  would  give  a 
second  thought  to  such  a  mockery  bf 
freedom  appalls  me  and  I  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  here  in  the  House  to  voice/their 
protests  to  the  White  House. 

Communist  Rumania  openly /Supports 
the  Vietcong  in  its  war  against  South 
Vietnam  and  supports  their/ with  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  that  are/ being  used, 
daily,  to  slaughter  AmeriQdn  servicemen. 
The  United  States  is  the  subject  of  re¬ 
peated,  vicious  attacks/ln  the  state-con- 
trolled  press  of  Rui/ania  and  there  is 
no  freedom  anywhere  in  the  nation. 
Even  the  leftist  Nmv  York  Times  calls  it 
“the  most  oppressive  regime  in  Eastern 
Europe.” 

Rumania  betas ts  that  their  cooperation 
with  Russiar  is  the  cornerstone  of  their 
foreign  pqficy  and  as  long  as  this  is  true, 
it  is  unthinkable  for  the  United  States 
to  support,  directly,  indirectly  or  by  pas- 
sively/taking  no  position,  any  Rumanian 
Communist  for  the  presidency  of  the 
General  Assembly. 


I  make  no  bones  about  my  position 
concerning  the  United  Nations.  For  10 
years  I  have  advocated  that  we  withdraw 
from  it  and  form  in  its  place  an  inter¬ 
national  council  of  free  nations. 

Had  we  taken  steps  to  create  such  an 
organization  to  take  the  place  of  the 
U.N.  when  I  first  proposed  it,  we  would 
have  today  an  effective  worldwide  body 
of  nations  dedicated  to  peace,  working 
constructively  for  peace.  Instead  we  are 
stuck  with  the  same  old  discredited, 
Communist-dominated,  U.S. -financed 
gabfest. 

After  the  debacle  of  the  Middle  East 
crisis  this  summer  there  should  not  be 
any  reasonable  men  left  who  has  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  U.N.’s  ability  to  mediate 
disputes  or  maintain  peace.  Certainly 
any  desire  to  promote  peace  will  in  no 
way  be  advanced  by  having  a  Communist 
from  an  Iron  Curtain  country  as  the 
President  of  the  General  Assembly.  The 
only  time  the  U.N.  takes  any  active  part 
in  any  dispute  is  when  there  is  a  desire 
to  do  so  on  the  part  of  the  leadership. 
Thus,  no  action  is  taken  against  Com- 
unist  Cuba,  yet  sanctions  are  enforced 
ainst  Rhodesia;  a  classic  case  of  activ-. 
ity.  resulting  from  selfish  interest  rather 
thah  principle.  With  a  Communist  sym¬ 
pathiser  as  its  head  and  a  Communist 
as  President  of  the  General  Assembly, 
there  wlh  be  absolutely  no  inclination 
in  the  UrJ.  to  pursue  democratic  prin¬ 
ciples  in  thh  future.  / 

Not  only  should  this  administration 
announce  without  equivocation  that  it 
does  not  support  Rumania’s  Foreign 
Minister,  but  it  should  announce  that  it 
will  exert  every  ouhce  ,bf  its  fading  pres¬ 
tige  to  see  that  he  is  not  elected. 

The  U.N.  has  been  brought  to  the  edge 
of  nothingness  by  the/direction  of  the 
profoundly  anti-American  U  Thant. 
With  a  fellow  , fled  in  th/presidency  of 
the  General  Assembly,  the/entire  con¬ 
cept  of  a  body  of  “peace-loving  nations” 
becomes  sheer  foolishness.  Every  voice 
of  protest  against  Manescu  is  a\drop  of 
water  on  the  stony  heads  of  the.  State 
Department  and  I  plead  with  my  fellow 
Members  to  raise  their  voices  before  it 
is  too  late. 

— —— “ ^ “■ 

/ 

BILL  TO  INCREASE  NUMBER  OF 
SUPREME  COURT  MEMBERS 

(Mr.  HUNG  ATE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  ^extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in¬ 
troducing  today  a  bill*  that  would  aug¬ 
ment  the  Supreme  Court  by  permitting 
an  increase  in  its  number  from  nine  to 
15.  This  would  aid  it  in  disposing  of  the 
constantly  increasing  volume  of  its  work¬ 
load  and  grant  the  Chief  Executive  an 
opportunity  to  add  to  the  Court  members 
aware  of  not  only  what  the  law  should 
be,  but  also  aware  of  what  the  law  is.  , 

The  need  for  this  bill  is,  I  think,  illus¬ 
trated  daily  and  as  one  example,  I  in¬ 
clude  a  letter  of  a  present  member  of  the 
Court  to  the  editor  of  the  Christian  Sci¬ 
ence  Monitor  and  published  therein, 
September  14,  1967: 

Special  Trust 

To  The  Christian  Science  Monitor: 

In  a  recent  Monitor  you  carried  an  article 
by  your  distinguished  Erwin  D.  Canham, 


called,  “The  right  of  dissent.”  In  that  arti¬ 
cle  he  says,  “There  are  laws  against  treason/ 
in  peacetime  as  well  as  in  war.  When  does 
dissent  become  treason?”  / 

The  Constitution  defines  “treason”  as ’fol¬ 
lows:  “Art.  3,  Sec.  3.  Treason  against  the 
United  States  shall  consist  only  in  ievying 
War  against  them,  or  in  adhering  to  their 
Enemies,  giving  them  Aid  and  Coinfort.” 

This  comes  into  play  when  there  is  “war” 
and  “war”  comes  into  being  by  a  “declara¬ 
tion”  by  Congress,  as  provided  in  Article  I, 
Sec.  8.  The  difference  between  “war”  and  a 
state  of  hostilities  is  tremendous — as  consti¬ 
tutional  students  know. 

So  it  is  a  form  of  illiteracy  to  talk  about 
“treason”  and  “war”,  in  the  constitutional 
sense  when  speaking  /of  those  who  voice  their 
dissent  against  our  Vietnam  policies. 

Sedition,  of  cptirse,  is  quite  a  different 
thing.  Whether  speech  alone  could  ever  qua¬ 
lify  is  a  much'  mooted  question.  It  was  so 
condemned  in  one  case  where  “war”  had  been 
declared  and  was  in  process. 

It  was  condemned  in  another  case  where 
there  was  a  “conspiracy”  to  teach  the  noxi¬ 
ous  creed  even  though  there  was  no  “war” 
in  existence. 

But  there  were  qualifications  originally 
stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Holmes  in  the  “clear 
and  present  danger”  test. 

The  terms  “treason”  and  “war”  as  used  in 
the  Constitution  are  words  of  art.  The  truck 
drivers  and  field  hands  of  the  nation  can¬ 
not  be  expected  to  undstand  subtle  con¬ 
stitutional  nuances. 

But  news  editors  who  mold  public  opinion 
have  a  special  trust,  a  special  responsibility. 

Justice  William  O.  Douglas, 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 
Washington. 

[It  is  with  utmost  temerity  that  a  mere 
newspaperman  should  disagree  with  a  Su¬ 
preme  Court  Justice.  Frankly,  though,  I  do 
not  see  the  basis  of  Mr.  Justice  Douglas’ 
statement  that  Sec.  3  of  Art.  Ill  only  comes 
into  play  “when  there  is  war.”  The  section 
says  that  treason  consists  not  only  “in  levy¬ 
ing  War  against  them,”  but  “in  adhering  to 
their  Enemies,  giving  them  Aid  and  Com¬ 
fort.”  It  seem3  to  me  giving  aid  and  comfort 
to  enemies  can  happen  in  these  days  when 
a  declaration  of  war  is  somewhat  unlikely 
under  certain  conditions.  At  least  one  feder¬ 
al  district  court  has  stated  that,  “In  times  of 
peace  it  is  treason  for  one  of  our  citizens  to 
incite  war  against  us.”  U.S.  v.  Stephan,  50  F. 
Supp.  738  at  741-42  (1943)  E.  D.  C.] 

Some  refer  to  this  bill  as  a  “Court 
packing”  proposal.  From  this  letter  you 
can  see  that  it  is  not.  The  Court  is  packed 
already. 

IE  VICTORY  OF  THE  “INTREPID” 

(Mr.  REID  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  that  all  of  us  in  the  Congress 
and  throughout  America  would  wish  to 
salute  with  di)ep  pride  Intrepid's  over¬ 
whelming  victory  and  successful  defense 
of  the  20th  challenge  for  the  America’s 
Cup.  Intrepid,  skippered  with  consum¬ 
mate  skill  and  seamanship  by  Bus  Mos- 
bacher  of  White  Plaids,  N.Y.,  was  sailed 
by  a  topflight,  talented/  and  hardwork¬ 
ing  crew.  Intrepid  led  not  alone  in  each 
of  the  four  races  but  also\an  ahead  on 
each  leg  of  all  the  races. 

Intrepid’s  victory  is,  I  think,  a  tribute 
to  many  in  the  United  States  who  shared 
in  this  endeavor,  including  Onn  Ste¬ 
phens,  the  understated  and  gifted  design¬ 
er  of  the  Cup  defender;  Bus  Mosbacher, 
the  successful  skipper  now  for  a  second 
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time;  and  the  very  fine  crew,  composed 
of.  Ned  Hall,  Jory  Hinman,  Toby  Tobin, 
Billy  Kelly,  Bob  Connell,  Bizzy  Monte- 
SanoK  Buddy  Bombard,  David  Elwell, 
Sam  Wakeman,  Bill  Strawbridge,  and 
Vic  Romagna. 

While  bur  most  hearty  “well  done” 
goes  to  th e*  Intrepid,  in  her  victory  we 
also  salute  the  three  other  fine  boats 
who  participated  in  the  America’s  Cup 
trials  and,  in  the  words  of  Yachting  mag¬ 
azine,  “devoted  their  summer,  and  more, 
to  the  quest  for  the- America's  Cup.”  The 
Constellation,  the  1964  Cup  winner,  was 
skippered  by  Bob  McCullough,  and  her 
crew  included  John  Browning,  Norris 
Strawbridge,  Rich  DuMoulin,  Tom 
Young,  Dick  Strawbridge,  Westy  Salton- 
stall,  George  O’Day,  David  Rockefeller, 
Jerry  Silverman,  and  Putter  Brown.  The 
skipper  of  American  Eagle  was,  George 
Hinman  and  his  crew  consisted  of  Tony 
Parker,  John  Dickerson  IV,  Steve  Col¬ 
gate,  John  and  Tony  Termaine,  Clayton 
Ewing,  Irving  Pratt,  John  Nichols,  Kon¬ 
rad  Ulbrich,  and  John  Kelly.  Briggs  Curi\ 
ningham  skippered  Columbia  and  his  ' 
crew  was  Tom  Schock,  Burke  Sawyer, 
Fred  MacDonald,  Don  Vaughn,  Rob 
Dougan,  Kent  Edler,  John  Creed,  James 
Jones,  Pat  Dougan,  and  Bill  Ficker. 

Equally,  I  think,  we  should  pay  tribute 
to  Dame  Pattie,  the  spirit  of  Australia, 
and  to  Jock  Sturrock,  her  skipper,  for 
the  national  effort  and  sportsmanship 
shown  throughout  the  race.  Her  fine  crew 
included  Pod  O’Donnell,  John  Taylor, 
Tony  Ellis,  Michael  Greenaway,  Andrew 
White,  Sandy  Schofield,  Richard  Dick¬ 
son,  Norm  Booth,  Bill  Barnett,  Norm 
Wright,  Bob  Thornton,  and  Ed  Beacham. 

Intrepid’s  victory  marked  the  20th 
unsuccessful  attempt  to  wrest  the  Amer¬ 
ica’s  Cup  away  from  the  United  States 
since  1851,  when  the  trophy  was  first 
established  after  the  schooner  America 
beat  Britain’s  best  yacht  to  win  the 
Royal  Yacht  Squadron  100-guinea  cup. 

It  is  a  measure  of  the  international 
spirit  that  characterizes  these  races  over 
more  than  a  century  that  Australia  has 
given  so  freely  and  so  painstakingly  of 
her  time  and  effort  to  make  the  series 
worthwhile,  and  we  would  certainly  hope 
that  there  will  be  another  race  in  this' 
fine  tradition  in  which  Australia  w>fi 
again  participate.  / 

Under  unanimous  consent,  I  am  in¬ 
serting  in  the  Record  a  history  A f  the 
America’s  Cup  race  that  appeared  in  the 
September  1967  issue  of  Yachting  and 
the  front-page  story  from  today’s  New 
York  Times  giving  an  account  of  the 
final  and  winning  race,  ,/hich  decided 
the  series  4  to  0.  / 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  ^Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield’/ 

Mr.  REID  of  Neu/York.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  join  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  complimenting  the  victorious 
vessel  and  craw  and  our  very  fine  neigh¬ 
bors  across /he  Pacific  but  I  also  suggest 
that  while/ we  are  speaking  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  yachting,  we  stay  off  the  subject 
of  terrnis  while  talking  about  sports  in 
recen i  times. 

Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  I  think  the 
A)«<stralians  deserve  great  credit  for 
their  attainment  in  tennis.  I  am  glad 


that  we  can  return  the  compliment  in 
yachting. 

The  articles  mentioned  above  follow: 

[Prom  Yachting,  September  1967] 

The  Cup  Chronology — A  Digest  op  the 
Competition  Since  1851 
(By  Alfred  F.  Loomis) 

Of  all  the  races  that  have  been  run  since 
seafarers  started  sailing  for  the  fun  of  it 
none  has  had  so  profound  an  effect  as  that 
of  August  22,  1851,  when  the  102-foot 

schooner  America  raced  around  England’s 
Isle  of  Wight  and  won  the  Royal  Yacht 
Squadron’s  100-guinea  cup.  The  prize  for 
defeating  Britain’s  best  in  this  53-mile  event 
was  valuable  in  itself.  After  it  had  been 
presented  to  the  New  York  YC  by  the  syndi¬ 
cate  which  owned  America,  renamed  The 
America’s  Cup  and  placed  in  international 
competition,  it  became  invaluable.  Nineteen 
attempts  have  been  made  to  remove  it  from 
the  custody  of  Americans  and  in  the  process 
all  the  concomitants  of  sailboat  racing  from 
yacht  design  to  helmsmanship  and  crew 
technique  have  developed  and  improved. 

The  first  defense  of  the  Cup  occurred  when 
James  Ashbury’s  108'  schooner  Cambria, 
bearer  of  a  challenge  from  the  Royal  Thames 
YC,  arrived  in  our  waters  after  having  nar- 
Vowly  defeated  James  Gordon  Bennett/ 
s6hooner  Dauntless  in  a  race  from  Daunt/ 
Rokk,  Ireland,  to  Sandy  Hook,  New  York. 
We  /aced  a  fleet  of  23  sloops  and  schooners 
against  the  lone  Britisher  around  a  Sandy 
Hook  course,  and  it  was  not  altogether  sur¬ 
prising  tijat  Cambria  finished  aftef  seven 
American  ^achts  had  crossed  the  lijie  or  that 
she  droppeoSto  10th  place  on  corrected  time 
and  lost  to  \  Franklin  Osgoods  schooner 
Magic  by  a  mkrgin  of  39  minutes  and  12 
seconds.  \  / 

But  Ashbury  seemed  to/  be  a  good  sort 
and  the  following  year  cgine  back  with  the 
126'  schooner  Livonict.ipd  a  challenge  from 
the  Royal  Harwich  YC/We  agree  to  race  only 
one  boat  against  the/chaljenger  and  to  make 
it  a  series  of  the  be/t  four\jut  of  seven  races. 
But  we  fudged  a/bit  by  lining  up  four  de¬ 
fenders  from  which  to  choose,  our  choice  to 
be  determined- by  the  state  on.  the  weather 
on  any  givei/  day.  As  it  happened  we  used 
only  two  pi  the  four — the  light-weather 
schooner  / Columbia  and  the  heavy\weather 
schooner’  Sappho.  Columbia  won  the  first 
two  apd  might  have  taken  the  third  had  it 
not  pome  on  to  blow.  On  the  beat  out  to 
the/lightship  she  parted  her  flying  jib  sthy, 
losing  a  few  precious  minutes,  and  on  thk 
pirn  home  broke  her  steering  gear.  Livonia/ 
■’won  by  a  comfortable  15-minute  margin. 
The  score  then  being  two  to  one,  we  sailed 
Sappho  in  the  fourth  race  in  which  a  slack 
air  at  the  start  hardened  into  a  reefing 
breeze,  and  we  beat  Livonia  by  more  than 
half  an  hour.  Sappho’s  margin  for  the  fifth 
race  was  nearly  half  an  hour. 

Canada  had  a  try  at  the  Cup  in  the  cen¬ 
tennial  year  of  our  independence.  Toronto’s 
Royal  Canadian  YC  challenged  with  the  syn¬ 
dicate-owned  schooner  Countee  of  Dufferin, 
which  lost  two  races  to  John  S.  Dickerson’s 
schooner  Madeleine.  The  venerable  America, 
then  owned  by  General  Benjamin  P.  Butler, 
accompanied  the  two  centerboarders  around 
the  course,  keeping  out  of  the  way,  and  was 
sprightly  enough  to  beat  Countess  by  20  min¬ 
utes,  which  was  only  seven  minutes  less  than 
Madeleine’s  winning  margin. 

The  Bay  of  Quinte  YC  of  Lake  Ontario 
challenged  five  years  later  with  the  70'  cb. 
sloop  Atalanta  and  we  defended  with  the  67' 
sloop  Mischief,  affectionately  known  as  the 
“Iron  Pot.”  After  having  won  two  races  by 
28  and  39  minutes,  we  Americans  realized 
that  Atalanta  was  a  dangerous  skimming  dish 
whose  draft  was  identical  with  that  of  Mis¬ 
chiefs.  Should  a  future,  faster  centerboarder 
be  towed  to  New  York,  as  Atalanta  was,  via 
the  Erie  Canal,  there  was  no  telling  what 


might  happen  to  the  America’s  Cup.  The 
deed  of  gift  was  changed  so  that  only  a  club/  - 
having  an  ocean  water  regatta  course  could 
challenge  and  so  the  challenger  must  arrive 
for  the  match  under  sail  on  her  own  bottom. 

For  the  first  time  the  Royal  Yacht  Squad¬ 
ron  entered  the  lists  and  for  good  measure 
challenged  with  Sir  Richard  Sutton/'s  cutter 
Genesta  and  with  Lt.  William  Herm’s  cutter 
Galatea.  The  former  was  met  by  the  cb.  sloop 
Puritan,  designed  by  Edward  /Burgess  and 
owned  by  a  Boston  syndicate  headed  by  Gen¬ 
eral  Charles  J.  Paine.  Puritan  won  two  races 
and  retained  the  Cup,  thou/h  the  contenders 
came  four  times  to  the  parting  line.  On  the 
first  day  there  was  too  little  air.  On  the 
second  Puritan  fouled 'Genesta  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  awarded  the/race  to  Genesta  if  she 
sailed  around  the  course.  Sir  Richard  courte¬ 
ously  rejected  th/  offer,  saying  that  he  had 
come  for  a  race'  and  not  a  sailover.  On  the 
third  try,  which  Puritan  won  by  more  than 
16  minutes,  there  was  spectator  interference. 
But  the  British  sportsman  remained  good 
tempered  and  at  the  conclusion,  when  Gene¬ 
sta  lost/ by  only  1  minute  28  seconds,  she 
hailed'the  winner  with  three  rousing  cheers. 

Postponed  a  year,  the  challenge  of  Lt.  Henn 
and  his  cutter  Galatea  was  tendered  not  by 
the  Yacht  Squadron  but  by  the  Scottish 
.Royal  Northern  YC.  General  Paine  commis¬ 
sioned  Burgess  to  design  a  new  centerboarder 
for  his  own  account.  The  design  of  this  beamy, 
powerful  centerboard  sloop  was  so  different  | 
from  that  of  the  extreme  “plank-on-edge” 
challenger  that  the  series  became  known 
as  the  battle  of  the  types.  Mayflower  won  two 
races  with  margins  of  11  and  29  minutes. 

The  Royal  Clyde  YC  of  Scotland  now 
challenged  on  behalf  of  James  Bell  with  the 
cutter  Thistle  from  the  designing  board  of 
George  L.  Watson,  whose  later  Britannia  be¬ 
came  the  most  famous  of  all  British  racing 
yachts.  Built  behind  closed  doors.  Thistle 
proved  inferior  to  the  third  Paine-Burgess 
defender.  The  match,  won  easily  by  Volun¬ 
teer  in  two  straight  races,  was  attended  by 
mutual  distrust  and  acrimony. 

There  was  worse  to  come.  Changes  in  the 
deed  of  gift  required,  among  others  things,  a 
future  challenger’s  waterline  length  and 
beam,  extreme  beam  and  draft  to  be  made 
known  10  months  in  advance.  The  British,  as 
represented  again  by  the  Royal  Yacht  Squad¬ 
ron,  charged  in  1889  that  such  information 
would  permit  us  to  outbuild  any  yacht  that 
they  designed,  and  broke  off  negotiations  for 
a  challenge  on  behalf  of  the  Earl  of  Dun- 
raven.  It  was  not  until  1893  when  we  de¬ 
manded  only  the  length  of  a  prospective 
\challenger  that  dickering  was  resumed,  and 
hord  Dunraven  re-entered  the  fray  with 
VhUcyrie  II,  a  new  92'  sloop  of  Watson’s 
design,  in  the  meantime  Edward  Burgess  had 
diedand  Nathanael  G.  Herreshoff  had  entered 
upon  \  career  that  continued  with  success 
after  success  for  an  entire  generation.  His 
124'  bronke  sloop  Vigilant  owned  by  a  New 
York  syndicate  headed  by  C.  Oliver  Iselin,  de¬ 
feated  Valkyiye  II  in  three  straight  races. 

Next  came  Vtdkyrie  III  and  a  whole  packet 
Qf  disagreeable  \on  ten  tion.  Lord  Dunraven 
unjustly  charged\after  losing  the  first  of 
three  races  that  th\  waterline  length  of  our 
Defender  (for  such  whs  the  name  of  the  new 
Herreshoff  creation)  nad  been  illegally  in¬ 
creased  by  the  additionqf  ballast.  After  loss 
of  the  second  race  Dunraven  accused  De¬ 
fender  of  having  fouled  Valkyrie  at  the  start, 
although  photographs  subsequently  revealed 
that  Valkyrie  had  in  fact  fouled  Defender. 
The  irascible  Earl  withdrew  afte\the  start  of 
the  third  race,  charging  thaN  spectator 
crowding  made  it  impossible  for  hrm  to  sail 
without  danger.  By  such  tactics  the  chal¬ 
lenger  virtually  forced  the  New  York  YC  into 
the  dual  role  of  judge  and  executionerVand 
Dunraven  was  “tried”  by  the  club,  deemed 
guilty  of  conduct  unbecoming  to  a  gentler 
man  and  a  lord,  and  was  expelled  fronA. 
honorary  membership. 


Public  Law  90-91 
90th  Congress,  S.  953 
September  27,  1967 


an  act 


To  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964. 


He  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “June  30,  1967 ;”  the  following:  “not 
in  excess  of  $200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  not 
in  excess  of  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969;”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  ^This  Act  shall  be  carried  out  only 
with  funds  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for 
that  specific  purpose  and  in  no  event  shall  it  be  carried  out  with  funds 
derived  from  permanent  appropriations.”  f 
Approved  September  27,  1967, 


81  STAT.  228 


Food  Stamp  Aot 
of  1964,  amend¬ 
ment, 

78  Stat.  709. 

7  USC  2025. 

Limitation. 
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MONDAY,  OCTOBER  2,  1967 

8tl\Cavalry  in  the  Republic  of  Vietnam,  when  his  platoon, 
while  advancing  tactically,  suddenly  came  under  intense 
fire  from  the  enemy  located  on  a  ridge  immediately  to  the 
front.  Six  members  of  the  platoon  were  killed  instantly  and 
a  number  were  wounded,  including  the  platoon  leader. 
SpecialistNDolby’s  every  move  brought  fire  from  the  enemy. 
However,  aware  that  the  platoon  leader  was  critically 
wounded,  arid  that  the  platoon  was  in  a  precarious  situa¬ 
tion,  Specialist  Dolby  moved  the  wounded  men  to  safety 
and  deployed  the  remainder  of  the  platoon  to  engage  the 
enemy.  Subsequently,  his  dying  platoon  leader  ordered 
Specialist  Dolby \to  withdraw  the  forward  elements  to 
rejoin  the  platoonADespite  the  continuing  intense  enemy 
fire  and  with  utter  disregard  for  his  own  safety,  Specialist 
Dolby  positioned  ab\e-bodied  men  to  cover  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  the  forward\elements,  assisted  the  wounded  to 
the  new  position,  and  hV,  alone,  attacked  enemy  positions 
until  his  ammunition  was  expended.  Replenishing  his 
ammunition,  he  returned  \p  the  area  of  most  intense  ac¬ 
tion,  single-handedly  killed  three  enemy  machine  gunners 
and  neutralized  the  enemy  tire,  thus  enabling  friendly 
elements  on  the  flank  to  advance  on  the  enemy  redoubt. 
He  defied  the  enemy  fire  to  personally  carry  a  seriously 
wounded  soldier  to  safety,  where  he  could  be  treated  and, 
returning  to  the  forward  areaAhe  crawled  through 
withering  fire  to  within  fifty  meters  qf  the  enemy  bunkers 
and  threw  smoke  grenades  to  mark  \hem  for  air  strikes. 
Although  repeatedly  under  fire  at  close\range  from  enemy 
snipers  and  automatic  weapons,  Specialist  Dolby  directed 
artillery  fire  on  the  enemy  and  succeeded  in  silencing 
several  enemy  weapons.  He  remained  in  hX  exposed  loca¬ 
tion  until  his  comrades  had  displaced  to\more  secure 
positions.  His  actions  of  unsurpassed  valor  Muring  four 
hours  of  intense  combat  were  a  source  of  inspiration  to  his 
entire  company,  contributed  significantly  to  tne  success 
of  the  overall  assault  on  the  enemy  position,  arid  were 
directly  responsible  for  saving  the  lives  of  a  numbed  of  his 
fellow  soldiers.  Specialist  Dolby’s  heroism  was  iia  the 
highest  tradition  of  the  United  States  Army.  \ 

Lyndon  B.  JohnsonX 


Food  Stamp  Act  Extension 

The  President’s  Remarks  Upon  Signing  Bill  To  Extend 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964.  September  27, 1967 

Good  morning,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  Senator  Aiken, 
Senator  Byrd,  Senator  Ellender,  Senator  Boggs,  Chair¬ 
man  Poage,  Congresswoman  Sullivan,  Congressman  Pur¬ 
cell,  and  the  other  Members  of  the  House  and  Senate  who 
I  did  not  get  recorded  here: 

I  welcome  one  and  all  of  you  for  the  good  work  that 
you  have  done.  I  think  we  all  share  the  common  view 
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that  we  want  no  American  in  this  country  to  ever  go 
hungry.  We  believe  that  we  have  the  knowledge,  the 
compassion,  and  the  resources  to  banish  hunger  and  to 
do  away  with  malnutrition,  if  we  will  only  apply  those 
resources  and  those  energies. 

The  bill  that  I  have  asked  you  to  be  here  with  me 
when  I  sign  puts  some  of  that  abundance  into  the  reach 
of  the  people  of  America. 

Under  the  food  stamp  program  a  low-income  family 
can  take  what  little  money  it  has  for  food  and  purchase 
food  stamps.  At  the  neighborhood  grocery  store  these  are 
worth  more  than  they  cost.  The  difference  is  made  up 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

Food  stamps  are  not  the  only  weapon  in  the  assault 
on  hunger.  The  Food  Stamp  Act  was  passed  3  years  ago. 
In  that  time,  the  program  has  expanded  from  43  pilot 
areas  in  22  States  to  838  areas  in  41  States.  Today  it  is 
helping  to  feed  nearly  2  million  needy  Americans.  This 
extension  will  enable  us  to  do  still  more. 

We  have  nearly  20  million  schoolchildren — more  than 
ever  before — receiving  low  cost  or  free  meals  under  the 
school  lunch  program.  That  program  today  is  in  its  21st 
year. 

More  than  100,000  children  have  a  better  chance  to 
learn  because  they  began  their  day  with  a  decent  break¬ 
fast  because  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  that  we  passed  in 
1966. 

Three  million  needy  Americans  in  family  units  are 
receiving  better  diets  in  the  commodity  donation  program 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

As  I  sign  this  act,  I  am  asking  the  Secretary  to  help 
America’s  300  poorest  counties  which  do  not  now  have 
food  assistance  to  start  a  community  distribution  program 
to  be  available  for  the  low-income  families. 

We  are  all  mindful  that  the  poor  need  more  than  food. 
The  causes  of  poverty  are  complex.  The  answers  to  pov¬ 
erty  are  very  difficult.  The  escape  from  poverty  is  not 
going  to  come  soon,  but  we  must  all  continue  to  try  the 
best  way  that  we  can  to  give  all  that  we  can  to  banish 
poverty  from  our  land. 

Poverty’s  crudest  wound  is  hunger.  The  act  that  we 
will  sign  today,  I  think,  will  do  some  little  something 
to  relieve  some  of  that  hunger. 

To  those  men  and  women  in  the  House  and  Senate 
who  have  had  the  vision  to  help  us  prepare  this  bill  by 
the  long  drawn  out  hearings  and  the  days  in  conference, 
and  the  debates  on  the  floor,  we  owe  them  all  a  debt  of 
gratitude  which  I  want  to  acknowledge  on  behalf  of  the 
American  people. 

This  will  help  our  poor.  This  will  help  our  farmers. 
And  even  though  this  is  a  bipartisan  group,  I  hope  it 
will  help  our  Congress. 

note:  The  President  spoke  at  11:58  a.m.  in  the  Rose  Garden  at 
the  White  House.  As  enacted,  the  bill  (S.  953)  is  Public  Law  90-91. 
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United  States  Ambassador  to  Jamaica 

Announcement  of  Intention  To  Nominate 
\V alter  N.  Tobriner  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  September  27,  1967 

President  Johmon  today  announced  his  intention  to 
nominate  Walter  NNTobriner  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
to  be  United  StatesNAmbassador  to  Jamaica.  He  will 
succeed  Wilson  T.  MABeale,  Jr.,  who  is  returning  to 
Washington  to  retire  after\31  years  of  service. 

Since  1961,  Mr.  Tobrimp-  has  been  President  of  the 
District  of  Columbia’s  Boardpf  Commissioners. 

Born  in  Washington,  D.c\on  July  2,  1902,  Mr. 
Tobriner  received  the  degree  oiXbachelor  of  arts  from 
Princeton  University  in  1923,  where  he  was  a  member 
of  Phi  Beta  Kappa.  He  subsequently\eceived  a  bachelor 
of  laws  degree  from  Harvard  University  in  1926,  and 
was  admitted  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Bar  in  1927. 
Mr.  Tobriner  served  in  the  U.S.  Army  AW  Force  from 
1943  to  1946,  rising  to  the  rank  of  lieutenant  colonel. 

Since  1927,  Mr.  Tobriner  has  practiced  law\n  Wash¬ 
ington.  From  1933  to  1950,  he  was  a  professor  ollaw  at 
the  National  University  Law  School.  He  was  a  member 
of  the  Washington  Board  of  Education  from  1952\to 
1961,  and  served  as  the  board’s  president  from  1957  to 
1961.  Mr.  Tobriner  has  also  served  as  president  of  the 
Garfield  Memorial  Hospital,  director  of  the  Washington 
Blue  Cross  Plan,  and  as  president  of  the  Washington 
Hospital  Center.  He  has  been  president  of  the  Lisner 
Home  since  1954. 

In  1958,  Mr.  Tobriner  served  as  chairman  of  thx' 
United  Nations  Day  in  Washington,  D.C.  / 

Mr.  Tobriner,  his  wife,  Marienne  E.  Smith  Tobriner, 
and  their  son  and  daughter  reside  in  Washington^  D.C. 


Leif  Erikson  Day.  1967  / 

Proclamation  3808 ^  September  277 ,  1967 

By  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America 
a  Proclamation  / 

Nearly  ten  centuries  ago,  Leif  Erikson  sailed  across 
uncharted  Northern  seXs,  a  captain  in  one  of  history’s 
greatest  periods  of  exploration.  Earlier,  Norsemen  had 
discovered  and  settled  Iceland  and  Greenland,  where 
stone  houses  ancr  churches  still  bear  witnesses  to  their 
presence.  / 

The  courage  and  determination  of  these  intrepid  sea¬ 
men  have /Inspired  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Americans 
who  trace  their  ancestry  back  to  the  Vikings.  These 
qualities  have  long  been  a  part  of  the  American  character, 
and/have  preserved  and  defended  our  Nation  since  its 
inception. 


It  is  appropriate  that  we  give  national  recognition  to 
Leif  Erikson  today,  when  men  of  similar  courage  and 
imagination  are  confronting  equally  formidable  challenges/ 
in  the  heavens  and  under  the  seas.  / 

I  am  honored  to  comply  with  the  request  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States,  in  a  joint  resolution  approved 
September  2,  1964  (78  Stat.  849),  that  the  President 
proclaim  October  9  in  each  year  as  Leif  Erikson  Day. 

Now,  Therefore,  I,  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  President 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  do  hereby  designate 
Monday,  October  9,  1967,  as  Leif  Erikson  Day;  and  I 
direct  the  appropriate  Government  officials  to  display  the 
flag  of  the  United  States  on  all  Government  buildings  on 
that  day.  / 

I  also  invite  the  people  of  tfyzUnited  States  to  honor 
the  memory  of  Leif  Erikson  on  that  day  by  holding  ap¬ 
propriate  exercises  and  ceremonies  in  schools  and 
churches,  or  other  suitable  places. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand 
this  twenty-seventh  dXy  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  nineteen  hundred  and  sixty-seven,  and  of  the  In¬ 
dependence  of  the  United  States  of  America  the  one 
hundred  and  rfinety-second. 

/  Lyndon  B.  Johnson 

[Filed  witfer  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Register,  10  a.m., 

/  September  28,  1967] 


By  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America 
a  Proclamation 

In  less  thah  a  generation,  the  American  farmer  has 
created  a  greater  agricultural  abundance  than  his  prede¬ 
cessors  through  alhthe  generations  of  our  history  achieved. 

One  farmer  today  feeds  and  clothes  himself  and  39 
others — almost  four  tunes  as  many  as  he  sustained  a  quar¬ 
ter  of  a  century  ago.  \ 

This  revolution  wrought  by  the  American  farmer  is  one 
of  the  triumphs  of  our  age\Even  though  he  himself  has 
not  always  received  his  fair  share  of  the  Nation’s  pros¬ 
perity — a  circumstance  which  Jus  country  in  good  con¬ 
science  cannot  permit  to  continue — he  has  helped  to 
improve  the  conditions  of  life  for  every  American. 

The  average  consumer  today  enjo^a  more  abundant 
supply  of  food  than  any  people  has  eveVknown — and  he 
pays  a  lesser  share  of  his  income  for  it  tnqn  ever  before. 

One  of  the  most  vital  contributions  to  thepchievements 
of  American  agriculture  has  been  understanding  and 
cooperation  between  farm  and  city — an  interdependence 
that  has  supported  our  National  development.  \ 

Moreover,  American  agriculture  now  representsNhope 
for  cities  and  villages  far  beyond  our  shores,  where\he 
spectre  of  poverty  threatens  the  stability — and  even  the 
peace — of  the  world. 


